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Senate Approves $2.8-Billion in FY81 Defense Add-Ons;
HASC Recommends Similar Adds
House Increases Reagan FY82 Budget Targets,
Senate Expected To Do Same
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The $150-Billion Misunderstanding
DoD Mobility Study Asks $18-$31 -Billion to
Beef Up Airlift, Preposition More Forces
MAC’s One-Man Airlift to Save
a Life in Russia

Presidential Courage—and the April 1980
Iranian Rescue Mission
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THIS MONTH’S COVER illustrates one of the most critical, controversial and
timely facets of national security planning today: America’s ability to “lift” its
forces to trouble spots around the globe. In this issue, AFJ takes a detailed look
at how ready the nation’s airlift and sealift forces, both military and civilian,
are to meet those needs. And, at what’s on the horizon, including the Air Force’s
proposed new C-X airlifter.

Elsewhere, an unprecedented look at Russia’s Aeroflot “civil” airline and its
use in military contingencies, intelligence gathering, and revolutionary ferment.

As Memorial Day approaches and this issue comes off the press on the anniversary
of last April’s rescue mission to free our former hostages from Iran, at a time
when we all remember the courage of the eight men who lost their lives at
Desert One, AFJ looks back to the events surrounding that oft-maligned rescue
mission—and the hardest decision Jimmy Carter ever had the courage to make. Mm% M
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" Defense Forum

Decision Supporter—
or Decision Maker?

B 1 have read with interest your com-
peting articles on the AV-8B. I believe
that Mr. Murray makes a mistake common
to many in his profession—he has mistaken
the role of the systems analyst with that
of the manager. It is his job to provide
information which supports decisions, not
makes them.

There are many factors other than the
quantified results of systems analysis that
make up defense complexities of combat
when he attempts to dismiss the subjective
judgment of a commander as a miscon-
ception in the heat of battle. While he
is correct that a tank killed 45 mintues
late is still denied to the enemy for to-
morrow’s battle, so too are our ground
troops killed by that same tank during
that 45 minutes denied to us. Let’s rely
a little more on the judgment of a proven
combat leader and not rush headlong after
numerical justification of every decision.

John Turley
Bowie, MD

Better Alternatives
to AFJ’s Strategic Initiatives

B The article in your March issue by Mr.
Schemmer, “Strategic Initiatives to Bridge
a Budget Chasm Too Big for Dollars Alone
to Cure,” was an interesting and certainly
creative attempt to solve many paradoxes
inherent in our present defense posture.
I believe, however, that many of his so-
lutions fail to adequately address military
and political realities.

The proposal to withdraw the United
States Army’s 2nd Infantry Division and
the 3rd Marine Division from the Western
Pacific, and to replace them with a Jap-
anese Corps ignores several diplomatic
problems. Many Koreans still have un-
pleasant memories of occupation by Jap-
anese troops, and are concerned over the
possible emergence of a militaristic Japan.
Further, Japanese public opinion itself is
a fragile thing which has to be prodded
slowly to the right through the process
of consensus.

When Mr. Schemmer discusses the
“United States Marine Corps/Norway
Mismatch,” he also ignores a major fallacy
in his hypothesis by assuming that Marines
are unsuited to fight in that area of the
world. Not only are all three Marine di-
visions training their battalions for winter
warfare on a regular basis, but Marines
presently participate in Norwegian exer-
cises annually. Perhaps the most important
argument for a continued Marine contin-
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gency role in the area is the need to main-
tain a forcible entry capability of amphibi-
ous assault to counter any Soviet thrust
at -Europe’s northern flank. Throughout
history, Marines have proven that they
can not only fight anywhere in the world,
but that they can win.

As he discusses his “Gulf Fuel Option,”
the author correctly highlights the prob-
lems of transporting enough refined fuel
to conduct mechanized operations in that
part of the world. His solution, relying
on Kuwait or Saudi Arabia to provide
refined petroleum products to United
States forces committed to the area, ig-
nores the tremendous instability in their
presently conservative governments. This
may appear to be a less expensive alter-
native than building a sufficient airlift ca-
pability, but could easily lead to no fuel
at all if the political situation changes
abruptly. An obvious alternative passed
over by Mr. Schemmer is to utilize tankers
prepositioned with NTPS shipping to aug-
ment airlift requirements.

Maj. C. M. Lohman, USMC
Dumfries, VA

USAF’s Rapier Buy

B Much has happened over the last three
years; I am sure you are aware that the
United States Air Force is in the process
of acquiring Rapier for the defense of its
NATO bases in the UK, whilst Rapier
continues to defend our own Army and
Air Force bases in Germany. You will
not therefore be surprised that the system
is being considered as a most suitable con-
tender to provide low-level air defense for
the newly constituted Rapid Deployment
Force.

I am anxious not to arouse old and un-
necessary controversy, but am equally con-
cerned that the United States officers with
the responsibility of planning the intro-
duction of the RDF have accurate facts.
Many of these officers read and sometimes
contribute to the Journal and hence my
concern and this letter to you.

If T may refer to the March issue of
the Journal, on page 50 you say, “Carter
and Brown have asked Congress to buy
a non-NATO standard Rapier air defense
system....” | underline the words non-
NATO, as this is not true: Rapier has
for some years now formally been declared
operational by SACEUR, the only weapon
of its type to be so recognized. The Rapier
system now being introduced to the United
States Air Force is every bit as standard
as that employed by the Royal Air Force
and the British Army in the operational
defense of their NATO bases in Germany.

You go on to say, “The Rapier buy

1S an important political program given
England’s decision last year to buy Trident
submarine-launched ballistic missiles and
the need to offset some of the cost through
a two-way street US purchase of British
hardware.” The implication that must be
drawn from this statement is that if it
had not been for the Trident program in
the UK, Rapier would not have been ac-
quired by the US Air Force. This is simply
not true. Rapier was selected by the USAF
only after the most painstaking review of
the whole problem of air defense for vital
bases, and Rapier emerged as the only
viable system that could be acquired with
a substantiated performance, cost, and de-
livery profile. I understand that after the
decisions were made some very minor ar-
rangements on manpower offsets were
agreed, but this had nothing to do with
the selection of the right equipment to
meet the operational requirement.

For the record, and as someone who
has been involved in the disciplines of air
defense over many years, may I make the
following observations on the requirement
for air defense for the Rapid Deployment
Force:

» Air defense at high-, medium- and low-
level altitudes is essential;

e By the nature of the logistical limitations
imposed, the RDF will be unable to lift
and deploy much of the existing air defense
equipment, particularly the medium al-
titude air defense missile systems.

Examination will show that both high
and medium altitude cover can only be
achieved in this case with aircraft.

Further examination (as in the case of
the USAF selection of Rapier) will show
that Rapier is the only proven system of
both capability and logistical profile suit-
able for the RDF which is available and
can provide adequate low-level antiaircraft
defense in an acceptable time-scale and
cost.

Gordon Banner
British Aerospace
Hertfordshire, England

Bring Back the
Battleship!

B So far, the only objections I have heard
to resurrecting the Jowa-class battleships
are manpower and vulnerability. The
former problem must be solved for the
entire Navy. The latter “problem” does
not exist.

Torpedoes, once the bane of battleships,
are less of a problem now, as modern ASW
is forcing submarines to adopt standoff
weapons such as cruise missiles. Indeed,
the new monster Russian submarine is re-
portedly designed for cruise missile at-
tacks. But cruise missiles are slow and
carry a relatively small payload. Large
caliber naval shells travel exceedingly fast
and carry a large payload. It was precisely
to meet this latter threat that the fowa-
class was built with 19-inch thick steel
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The off-road king.
Chrysler’s High Mobility Multipurpose
Wheeled Vehicle.

The Chrysler Expanded Mobility Truck offers
a proven base for the US Army High Mobility
Multipurpose Wheeled Vehicle Program
(HMMWV). The Chrysler HMMWV sets new high
standards for its class in rugged off-road mobility.

EXPERIENCE
Based on over 100,000 miles of proven perform-
ance and reliability testing, the Chrysler HMMWY
is unsurpassed on rough surfaces, slopes, mud,
sand, and snow.

REASON

The reasons are full-time four-wheel-drive.. . large,
low-pressure tires and deep, soft suspension. This
suspension system absorbs bumps and depres-

sions and keeps all wheels in contact with the
driving surface. The Chrysler HMMWYV also comes
with a dependable and proven diesel or gasoline
engine...3-speed autornatic transmission and 2-
speed transfer case...independent front suspen-
sion...oversized power brakes...and much more!

APPLICATION(S)

The Chrysler HMMWV adapts easily for more
specialized applications. Available are Weapon
Station Kit... Ambulance Kit...Cargo Cover Kit...
and others.

When nature’s most severe terrain must be con-
quered, the versatile Chrysler HMMWYV is the ulti-
mate off-road king.

Moving defense into the future. Forty years a proven leader. 4‘ CHRYSLER

DEFENSE, INC.
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belts. Clearly, vulnerability is not a prob-
lem for the Towas.

Further, battleships can be loaded down
with a large number of antiaircraft weap-
onry. It seems to me that they would add
to the fleet’s capability without adding
to its vulnerability, as well as impressing
the hell out of anyone who saw them.

Edward Hume
Washington, DC

20/20 Foresight
for a Change?

M R. James Woolsey’s article, “US Navy
Budget: Ingenuity, Audacity and a Tail-
hooker Spirit” (April AFJ,), challenges the
Navy to face up to some “nasty questions”
in planning the Reagan Administration’s
naval expansion. Mr. Woolsey advances
some interesting and innovative concepts
(the use of space, emphasis on EW, in-
creased NBC warfare capabilities, distri-
bution of offensive power across more plat-
form types, V/STOL, innovation in the
application of technology).

Subsequent to the preparation of his
article, Mr. Woolsey had the opportunity
to meet with me and review some of the
current work of the Navy’s Long-Range
Planning Group (established in January,
1980). He found that the types of concepts
he supports have been addressed by our
group and many are receiving active con-
sideration by the Navy leadership. As a
case in point, a number of his proposed
initiatives were published as long-range pri-
orities in the planning and programming
guidance issued by the Chief of Naval
Operations earlier this year.

Needless to say, Mr. Woolsey was very
supportive of the work of the Long-Range
Planning Group and would, I believe, agree
that we are not suffering from myopia,
*““as most naval planners are during salad
yzars.”

R.Adm. C. R. Larson, USN
Alexandria, VA

More On the
Bloodiest Battle

W Re: “The Battle Over the Bloodiest Bat-
tle,” the battle of the Somme must rank
at the top among the great tragedies of
modern warfare.

John Keegan in his excellent book, The
Face of Battle, determined that whereas
the German losses on July 1, 1916 totaled
6,000 killed or wounded, the fourteen Brit-
ish divisions committed to the assault “had
lost about 60,000, of whom 21,000 had
been killed, most in the first hour of the
attack, perhaps the first minutes.” These
figures do not include losses suffered by
the French who committed 20 divisions
to the battle.

These statistics are interesting, but pale
when compared to the potential for killing
in the hands of today’s armies! Only a

6

strong America can prevent the setting
of new casualty scores.

Brig. Gen. Eugene Maier, USAR-Ret.
Bandera, TX '

Setting the Record
Straight, Again!
8 You reported in February that on De-
cember 19, at Frank Carlucci’s request,
I called Cap Weinberger about Bill Van
Cleave. You stated that I believe in stra-
tegic disarmament. You suggested that 1
was under consideration for a position at
DoD. All three statements are false.

I have never spoken or written to Sec-
retary Weinberger about Bill Van Cleave;
neither on December 19 nor on any other
date. 1 have never spoken nor written in
favor of strategic disarmament and do not
believe in it. Finally, I made crystal clear
to those involved in the transition that
I was not interested in any position any-
where in government, a decision which
remains firm.

To set the record straight, I left Wall
Street and came to Washington to serve
as special civilian assistant to Paul Nitze
in 1966 when he was SecNav. Later |
served as Deputy Legal Advisor at the
Department of State and as legal advisor
to the SALT I delegation. I believed then,
and do now, that arms control in general
and SALT in particular must be consid-
ered in the context of our national security
policy, the essence of which is secure de-
terrence.

Finally, in my 15 years in Washington
and 10 years in government, including ser-
vice as Under Secretary of HUD, I have
never seen an Under Secretary as effective
as Frank Carlucci, whom I worked with
daily when General Counsel of HEW. |
believe Frank will prove to be the ablest
DepSecDef seen at DoD in years.

John B. Rhinelander
Washington, DC

Editors’ Note: We hate to repeat ourselves,
but as we noted in March’s Defense Fo-
rum, on this one we goofed!

Concerning the article referred to in
Mr. Rhinelander’s letter, “Top Level In-
fighting for Key Defense Posts,” it was
never the Journal’s intent to endorse the
allegations in a memo we quoted and ref-
erenced throughout the article, only to
highlight the level of tactics sometimes
employed in jockeying for high level ap-
pointive positions. We appreciate that Mr.
Rhinelander set the record straight, and
hope he’ll accept our apologies.

AFJ reserves the right to edit all De-
fense Forum letters for clarity and to
conform with space constraints. MM

If You Don’t Subscribe—
You Should!

Deficiencies in Air
Worse Than on Ground?

B AFJ is by far the best all-around pro-
fessional reading magazine available for
military officers, and I recommend it to
all officer students and staff at the Marine
Corps Education Center in Quantico.

Not to say that Mr. Woolsey’s article
“Who Will Shoulder The Burden” in the
Feb. ’81 issue was up to par, however.
It is naive to believe that the “deficiencies
of air are more quickly corrected” than
for a division or for logistics, that it is
casier to keep aviation ready. The lead
times for procurement of aircraft and parts
and the lead times for training/integrating
aircrews/maintenance crews far exceeds
any similar problems that 1 am aware of
on the ground side.

Perhaps Mr. Woolsey could expand his
point if I have missed it.

Col. M.W. Allinder, Jr.
Quantico, VA

Stick By Your Guns!

M Regarding the March, 1981 edition of
AFJ, specifically the Defense Forum letter
“On Character Assassination:”

Stick by your guns! The likes of An-
derson and Turner deserve it. It is they
who do not have the wisdom to extensively
correct the record—if indeed the record
need be corrected.

I continue to enjoy the outstanding work
you and your staff are doing.

James C. Broadus

Controller

Alabama Dry Dock

& Shipbuilding Co.
Mobile, AL

Paper Armies Are Nice,
But ...

W [ have been in two of our war mo-
bilizations, and one does not make good
forces from rosters or warm bodies. At
present, the Army can no longer call out
17 divisions of the “inept, ill-trained, and
unready” National Guard. In the course
of their paper-chasing and force building,
bureaucrats have managed to hash a num-
ber of those and sank them neatly. Each
Army division needs a trained division base
with its staff and technical units, its
DivArty, and time to work as a team.
You do not build such a team overnight,
as one millionaire learned many years ago
on the baseball field.

We had a similar experience with our
skeleton forces in 1950, and it cost a lot
of good troops until we got some field
skills re-learned under fire. Paper armies
are nice, but real live ones are the only
ones with relevance.

John B. Conlon
Newark, OH
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This is probably
the last place
youd look to cut

program costs.

Somehow a wiring system never seems to get all the \
attention that's paid to other major subsystems in today’s
aircraft, missiles, surface vehicles, and weapons systems.

In fact, many wiring systems look like after-thoughts,
thrown together with a lot of different connectors and wire
termination methods.

There had to be a simpler, more cost-effective way. And
Deutsch found it.

Introducing the Common Termination System (CTS).

A new concept that uses one method of wire termination to
support modern, light-weight, high-performance electrical
systems.

The simplicity of the CTS concept provides a wiring solution
that reduces tooling, inventory, documentation, and training
costs. With increased reliability and shortened turn-around time.

The Deutsch Common Termination System. If your engineers
aren't specitying CTS on your programs, you may find you're not
competitive. And, of course, the system meets or exceeds the
recjuirements of AFLC 8027520.

Deutsch Electronic Components Division, Municipal Airport,

Banning, California 92220 - (714) 849-7822 - TWX910-332-1361.

-

The best way to make ends meet. g

Ti

©

)981 The Deutsch Company Electronic Components Division

IBUTSCIS COMMON TERMINATION SYSTEM.
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Congress/Administration

Senate Approves $2.8-B in FY81 Defense
Add-Ons; HASC Recommends Similar Adds

by Deborah M. Kyle

IN EARLY APRIL, the Senate endorsed
the recommendations of its Armed Ser-
vices Committee authorizing $2.8-billion
in FY81 defense supplemental funding—a
marginal cutback from the $3.04-billion
requested by the Reagan Administration
in mid-March. The House Armed Services
Committee was less generous, recommend-
ing authorization of $2.64-billion, a 13%
reduction from Reagan’s proposed add-
on.

Funding what Senate Armed Services
Committee Chairman Sen. John S. Tower
(R-TX) calls, “only those programs for
which the Administration has provided a
clear and convincing justification,” the
Senate cuts, an 8% drop from the Reagan
supplemental request, include:

« Cancellation of the reactivation of the
aircraft carrier USS Oriskany—$139-mil-
lion in long lead funding was requested
by Defense for FY81 (the Reagan Ad-
ministration also asked for $372-million
in reactivation money for FY82).

« Deletion of $96-million for seven addi-
tional F-18s over the 53 already authorized
in the FY81 budget. Reagan requested

$119-million for the seven aircraft in the
FY81 supplemental. And,

« Trimming $15.2-billion of the requested
funds to provide full “long-lead funding
to support construction of an LSD-41 in
FY82.” In a March appearance before
the Senate Armed Services Committee,
Secretary of Defense Weinberger testified
that, “Without these ships, we face a short-
age of amphibious capability starting in
the late 1980s and early 1990s.” The Ad-
ministration sought $34-million for LSD-
41 FY81 add-ons.

The Senate version of the FY81 sup-
plemental authorization also stipulated
that $336.7-million of the total FY8I re-
quest for XM-1 tanks cannot be spent
until the Secretary of Defense certifies
in writing to both the House and Senate
Armed Services Committees that, “He is
satisfied with the results of the proposed
durability testing to be conducted by the
Army.” Specifically, the Armed Services
Committee wants assurance that perfor-
mance test results dispell that any *‘un-
acceptable level of risk in terms of sat-
isfying’” the Army’s -operation

House Increases Reagan FY82 Budget
Targets, Senate Expected To Do Same

THE HOUSE RECENTLY APPROVED
ITS FIRST Concurrent Budget Resolution
for FY82, setting total budget authority
at $785.8-billion and $713.6-billion in out-
lays—increases of $1.85-billion and $950-
million, respectively, above the Reagan
FY82 budget request.

For defense accounts, the House ap-
proved the amounts requested by Defense:
$219.6-billion in budget authority and
$189.75-billion in outlays.

Although the Senate Budget Committee
had failed to approve its version of the
First Concurrent Budget Resolution for
FY82 as AFJ went to press, one Com-
mittee staffer told the Journal that the
Committee wasn’t ““. . . inclined to buy the
Reagan numbers,” which were viewed as
optimistic and unrealistic, and that the
Committee would instead opt to increase
the FY82 budget levels more in line with
the House package.

During defense hearings earlier this
year, members of the Senate Budget Com-
mittee, particularly ranking minority mem-
ber and former Committee Chairman

8

(when the Democrats were the majority
party) Sen. Ernest F. Hollings (D-SC),
expressed concern that the Defense De-
partment was continuing what has proven
to be a dangerous policy of basing budget
requests on underestimated inflation as-
sumptions. The Reagan inflation projec-
tions for FY82 and the outyears are lower
than those projected by President Carter
in his farewell budget request; figures
which Reagan Administration officials
criticized in testimony before both the
House and Senate Armed Services Com-
mittees earlier this year. In fact, Secretary
of Defense Caspar Weinberger told the
Senate Armed Services Committee eight
days after Reagan’s inauguration that,
“The inflation rates upon which those bud-
gets [Carter’s FY81 and FY82] are based
are underfunded. They reflect a desired
rather than realistic inflation rate.”

The Senate Budget Committee concern
is of a similar nature—since the Reagan
defense targets are closely tied to the suc-
cess of the Administration’s overall eco-
nomic plan. L Rid |

requirements exists, and that such result
supports procurement higher than the 360
already funded in the FY81 budget. DoD’s
FY81 supplemental requested an addi-
tional $447-million to restore all 569 XM-
1s projected by the Carter Administration
in January, 1980 for FY8I1.

Major changes in the House Armed Ser-
vices Committee mark-up of the FY81
supplemental authorization include cuts in
Navy shipbuilding and Air Force research,
development, testing, and evaluation
(RDT&E) accounts.

While the House Committee recom-
mended fully funding reactivation of the
Oriskany, it did not approve an $89-million
supplemental request for reactivation of
the battleship New Jersey which the Sen-
ate version funds. In addition, the House
Committee also recommended deleting
$21.8-million in supplemental funding for
the LSD-41 and $149.9-million for the CG-
47 Aegis crusier. In each of these cases,
the House Armed Services Committee re-
port notes that although the Committee
supports all three items, it recommends
that funds previously authorized but not
appropriated in the current FY81 budget
be utilized.

Procurement and R& D

Although no major new weapons sys-
tems were added to the FY81 supplemen-
tal by the Senate or recommended by the
House, the former authorized $27.3-mil-
lion in unrequested Air Force funds, in-
cluding $19-million for an undisclosed mis-
sile buy as well as $8.3-million to cover
special project research.

For aircraft accounts, the Senate ap-

proved a total of $892.23-million including
» $47.6-million for the Navy and Marines
for long lead funding of the SH-2 LAMPS
MK-1 antisubmarine helicopter, 40 T-
34C/TH-57 training aircraft, as well as
additional funds for F-14, CH-53, and A-
6E accounts.
¢ $125-million for the Army which in-
cludes purchase of aircraft spare parts as
well as UH-60 Blackhawk helicopters.
e $716.63-million for the Air Force to
cover peacetime and war reserve spare
part buys, aircraft modification, and long-
lead funding for the A-10 and the Aggres-
sor F-5F, five additional UH-60 helicop-
ters; and for the F-15. (The Senate Armed
Services Committee noted that F-15 add-
ons were for air defense missions only,
not to augment tactical fighter forces.)

The House Armed Services Committee
approved a total of $950.4-million in air-
craft procurement supplemental funding
for FY81. For the Army as well as the
Navy and Marines, the House Committee
recommended authorization of the full
amounts sought by Defense, $128-million
and $143.6-million, respectively. For the
Air Force, the House Committee approved
an aircraft procurement level of $678.8-
million, $37.8-million less than requested.
Changes to the Air Force FY81 procure-
ment account included $43-million in cuts

{continued on p. 10)
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U, S. Navy force projection is our primary mission¥

Gould’s Government Systems Group supports the
U. S. Navy . . .in the skies, on the surface, and under the sea.

Gould provides the MK 48 heavyweight torpedo, and towed

array sonar for ship and submarine. Airborne TACANSs and the
|Navy’s standard TACAN beacon. Simulation training systems
for 16 Navy combat platforms. And much more.

Navy needs of the future are on Gould’s drawing boards
right now. New signal processing and handling systems for towed
array sonar. Advanced sonar and propulsion for minehunting
vehicles. And the deeper, faster, more tenacious MK 48 ADCAP.

Wherever the Navy is in the world, today or tomorrow,

Gould stands solidly behind it.

Gould Inc., requires the services of talented
and dedicated people. If you are an electronics,
mechanical or systems engineer and would like
to join a group on the move, contact Catherine
Shook, Gould Inc., Government Systems Group,
18901 Euclid Ave., Cleveland, OH 44117,
Telephone (800) 321-1762.

9P BOULD

An Electrical/Electronics Company
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Key Defense Appointees

DAVID S. CHU, 36, is Reagan’s choice
for Director of Program Analysis and Eval-
uation (PA&E), a new post which replaces
the Assistant Secretary for PA&E slot,
one of two Assistant Secretary positions
abolished in Defense reorganization efforts
earlier this year.

A 1964 undergraduate of Yale (eco-
nomics and mathematics), Chu also holds
an MA, M. Phil,, and Ph.D. in economics
from Yale (1965, 1967, and 1972, respec-
tively).

Between 1968 and 1970, Chu served
in the US Army, first as an instructor
at the Army Logistics Management Cen-
ter, and then in the Office of the Comp-
troller, 1st Logistical Command, Vietnam.
He was discharged in June, 1970 in the
rank of Captain.

From 1970 to mid-1978, Chu was senior
economist and then associate head in the
economics department for the California-
based RAND Corporation. During that
time, the new PA&E Director spent one
year as lecturer, Department of Econom-
ics, at the University of California, Los
Angeles (1972-73).

Since 1978, Chu has been Associate
Director, National Security and Interna-
tional Affairs division for the Congres-
sional Budget Office.

TIDAL W. (TY) McCOY, 33, has been
named as Assistant Secretary of the Air
Force for Manpower, Reserves, Affairs
and Logistics.

A 1967 graduate of the US Military
Academy, McCoy holds an MBA in Fi-
nance from George Washington Univer-
sity.

During his military career, McCoy
served almost five years as an Army field
artillery officer in command and staff roles
in the US, Europe, and Vietnam. He was
assigned to the Defense Intelligence
Agency as political military analyst for
North Vietnam and the National Security
Council as a military intelligence reserve
officer. As a civilian, he was then employed
by CIA as an intelligence officer.

. McCoy has worked full or part-time as

a staff assistant for five Secretaries of
Defense: Laird, Richardson, Clements
(acting Sec Def), Schlesinger, and Rums-
feld. He has also served as a staff member
of the National Security Council, as Sci-
entific Assistant to the Assistant Secretary
of the Navy for Research, Engineering
and Systems as well as the Director of
Policy Research in the Office of the Under
Secretary of Defense for Policy. Since
1979, McCoy has served as assistant for
national security affairs for Sen. Jake Garn
(R-UT). Most recently, McCoy was a
member of the Reagan Defense Transition
Team.

RICHARD NORMAN PERLE, 49, has
been named DoD’s Assistant Secretary for
Policy Planning, a post formerly listed as
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Deputy Under Secretary for Policy Plan-
ning and held by Walter Slocombe. Perle’s
new position offers an upgrade in respon-
sibility, including development of DoD’s
NATO policy.

A 1964 undergraduate of the University
of California, Perle also holds an MA from
Princeton (1967). Prior to his appointment,
Perle was associated with the Abington
Corporation, a Washington-based consult-
ing firm founded by Navy Secretary John
Lehman. From 1972 to March, 1980, Perle
was a professional staffer for the Senate
Permanent Subcommittee on Investiga-
tions, as well as the Senate Armed Services
Subcommittee on Arms Control. Before
that, he spent six months on the staff of
Sen. Henry Jackson (D-WA). From 1969
to 1972, Perle served as a professional
staffer on the Senate Subcommittee on
National Security and International Op-
erations. Prior to that, he spent three
months as Special Assistant to then Deputy
Secretary of Defense Paul Nitze. Between
1967 and 1969, Perle served as senior po-
litical scientist for Westinghouse Electric
Corporation’s Defense and Space Center.
From 1964 to 1966, Perle held several
consulting and research positions includ-
ing: consultant to Sandia Corporation
(1966), professional researcher for the In-
stitute of Naval Studies (1965), and re-
search assistant for the Institute of Gov-
ernment and Public Affairs at the Un-
iversity of California, Los Angeles (1964).

VINCENT PURITANO, 51, has been se-
lected as Executive Assistant to Deputy
Secretary of Defense Frank Carlucci. Prior
to his appointment, Puritano spent two
years as Carlucci’s special assistant at
CIA. This is a new post: formerly, there
was just one Special Assistant, who served
both the Secretary and Deputy Secretary
of Defense.

Puritano holds a BS in economics from
Siena College (1959), an MBA from New
York University Graduate School (1960),
and an MPA from Harvard’s John F. Ken-
nedy Graduate School.

From 1947 to 1953, Puritano served in
Korea with the US Air Force.

Between 1959 and 1960, Puritano
worked as a management analyst for the
New York State Thruway Authority. He
then moved to Washington and spent the
next nine years with the Office of Man-
agement and Budget” where he was Di-
rector of intergovernmental relations. At
the time, Carlucci was OMB’s associate
director.

Puritano then spent nine years (from
1969 until his move to CIA) at State,
handling several Agency for International
Development technical assistance pro-
grams.

JOHN H. RIXSE, III, 49, is President
Reagan’s choice to be Special Assistant
to the Secretary and Deputy Secretary
of Defense.

A native Washingtonian, Rixse holds
an AB from Yale University (1963) and
an MA and MALD from Harvard’s Flet-
cher School of Law and Diplomacy.

Commissioned as an ensign in 1963 via
Yale’s ROTC program, Rixse served five
years active duty including tours with the
Atlantic and Pacific fleets as well as the
Navy staff and the National Security
Council staff.

In 1970, Rixse became Special Assistant
to the Director and Deputy Director of
Central Intelligence, a position he main-
tained until his selection as OSD’s new
special assistant.

RUSSELL A. ROURKE, 49, has been se-
lected to replace Jack L. Stempler as As-
sistant Secretary of Defense for Legislative
Affairs.

A native of New York City, Rourke
holds a BA from the University of Mary-
land (1953) as well as an LLB from
Georgetown Law Center (1959). Between
1953 and 1956, Rourke served with the
US Marines in Korea and is currently
a colonel in the Marine Corps Ready Re-
serve.

In 1960, Rourke worked for the Wash-
ington-based law firm-of Keogh, Carey,
and Costello. The following year he moved
to Capitol Hill as an Administrative As-
sistant (AA) to former Congressman John
R. Pillion. From 1965 to 1974, Rourke
served as AA to former Rep. Henry P.
Smith, IIl. Since 1975, he has worked
as Administrative Aide to Rep. Harold
Sawyer (R-MI). L Rg |

Add—Ons (continued from p. 8)

to modification accounts and $60.5-million
to spare parts requests. The House Com-
mittee recommended $65.7-million in F-
16 advance procurement funding not re-
quested by the Reagan Administration to
bring F-16 production rates to what it calls
the “most economical and efficient rate—
180 aircraft per year.”

For tracked vehicles, the Senate ap-
proved a total of $1.096-billion for the
Marines and Army, the full amount re-
quested by DoD. The House Armed Ser-
vices Committee approved $781-million
for Army tracked combat vehicle accounts
and $11.2-million for Marine tracked ve-
hicles.

In research and development, a total
Senate authorization of $590.6-billion pro-
vided FY81 add-ons of $79.5-million in
Army funding; $139.9-million for the Navy
and Marines; $339.2-million in Air Force
accounts; and for Defense Agencies, $41-
million, bringing the total FY81 RDT&E
authorization to $16.6-million. The House
Armed Services Committee recommended
a total FY81 supplemental of $408.53-
million for RDT&E increases: $83.96-mil-
lion for the Army, $96.57-million for the
Navy and Marines, $211.06-million for the
Air Force, and $16.94-million for Defense
Agencies. | pad ]
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The $150-Billion Misunderstanding

by Sen. Ernest F.

PRESIDENT REAGAN PROMISES to
buy and operate the military forces the

S needs to meet its expanding obliga-
tions, counter the growing Soviet threat,
and compensate for years of neglect in
defense spending.

That’s good news to one who has spent
years in the Senate fighting for the right
military capability and the proper defense
budget levels for the United States. How-
ever, the President has underestimated the
true cost of his FY82-86 defense program
by over $150-billion. This hidden funding
shortfall of 10% over his five-year budget
projections is bad news all around. It will
force the government to make some truly
horrifying choices:

* Stretch out procurement buys, putting
the brakes on projected defense build-up
and perpetuating the inflationary cycle of
low production rates and high unit costs;
and pare operations to the bone, elimi-
nating the increases in preparedness which
the Reagan program seeks;

* Abandon hope of balancing the federal
budget for the foreseeable future in order
to meet the funding shortfall in defense,
thus institutionalizing inflation;

» Somehow squeeze another $30-billion a
year out of federal programs for the poor,
elderly, and disabled; or

* Increase taxes, killing supply-side eco-
nomics.

This is not a make-believe scenario. Our
major allies, Britain and Germany, are
agonizing over the same dilemma and are
being forced by economic circumstances
to cut both their social welfare programs
and their defense programs.

If we cannot find a way to break this
cost-spiral in defense, western security will
be weaker in 1990. In short, we face a
potential disaster.

I am convinced there is a better choice.
But the problem won’t be solved with voo-
doo economics which conjure away the
ugly facts of inflation. The application of
old fashioned, hard-nosed, managerial
common sense in defense is needed. I call
it supply-side defense economics.

The Reagan Defense Program:
You Can’t Get There From Here

Before we talk about solutions, we must
understand the problem. President Car-
ter’s last defense budget projected a six-
year total of $1,474.6-billion in budget au-
thority and $1,361.0-billion in outlays for
the National Defense budget function.
(The function includes the military op-
erations of the Defense Department,
atomic weapons production, and miscel-
lanzous small programs.)

President Reagan increases these six-
year totals by $194.2-billion in budget au-
thority and $118.1-billion in outlays. (The
$7¢-billion difference in these two in-

year, in the Democratic-controlled Sen-

Hollings (D-SC)

SEN. ERNEST F. HOLLINGS (D-
SC) is ranking minority member of
the Senate Budget Committee. Last

ate, Hollings served as Budget Com-
mittee Chairman and succeeded in en-
gineering a $5.6-billion FY81 defense
budget increase to offset what the Com-
mittee report called “the impact of the
recession” and skyrocketing inflation.

creases arises because a large part of the
budget authority will go to weapons pro-
curement which will be spent over a longer
period than the six years.)

Under the economic assumptions of the
Reagan budget, all of this increase is real.
He asserts that the increase will buy ap-

Sen. Ernest F. Hollings (D-SC)

that defense prices will follow the forecast.
Indeed, recent experience with prices in
the defense budget raises the question

Defense Purchase Inflators: Forecast vs. Actual FY74-FY81

FY74 FY75 FY76 FY771 FY78 FY?9 FYS80 FYS81
Forecast 3.0 58 15.0 79 6.8 6.2 7.0 8.9
{Current)
Actual 7.5 12.4 8.0 102 7.9 8.7 150 120
(CBO Estimate)

Note: FY77 includes the transition quarter.
Source: DoD Comptroller’s Office.

proximately $200-billion more in defense
goods and services than the Carter budget,
measured in FY81 prices.

For example, in FY82, Reagan plans
to add to the Carter budget about 300
aircraft; over 8,000 missiles, torpedoes, and
artillery rounds; 287 new combat tracked
vehicles; and six major ship combatants—
including two ship reactivations. Though
program details have not been made avail-
able, one must presume similar planned
hardware buys in the outyears. This is
a laudable goal and should be applauded
by all concerned.

The trouble is, almost two-thirds of the
Reagan budger increase is likely to be
eaten up by inflation. In that case, the
Defense Department will be unable to pay
for its planned program increases.

It seems likely that Reagan and Cap
Weinberger have developed their inflation
numbers from a campaign document
rather than by a scientific forecast based
on empirical sampling of recent price in-
creases in defense or a close look at po-
tential bottlenecks that go hand-in-hand
with the defense acquisition process.

Inflation in the defense budget, under
the Reagan/Weinberger forecast, is con-
sistent with the expectations of the Reagan
Administration that its supply-side eco-
nomic policies will reduce the inflation
rate over the next five years.

Whatever the merits of a national eco-
nomics policy based on the power of posi-
tive thinking, there is no reason to believe

"armed forces JOURNAL international/May 1981
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whether “‘positive,” or should I say “wish-
ful,” economic thinking works at all. The
accompanying table compares forecasted
with real price changes in defense pur-
chases since FY74.

The table shows that in every year but
FY76, actual inflation exceeded forecast
prices by substantial amounts. This pattern
is even more devastating when one con-
siders that it shows, for each forecast, only
the first year of a five-year projection.

-Invariably, five-year price forecasts show

declining rates in future years. This means
that the Defense Department has had a
particularly hard time coping with the
1977-81 rising price trend, since its ex-
pectations in FY77 called for falling in-
flation over that period. In other words,
the FY77-81 program was terribly under-
priced. .

Although I am no econometrician, I feel
confident in forecasting that the price es-
timates in the Reagan defense budget con-
stitute wishful thinking.

The Congressional Budget Office, for
example, assumes that inflation on defense
purchases will average about 9.6% over
the next five years. This is 3.1% higher
than the average annual inflation estimate
for purchases in the Reagan budget. If
CBO’s forecast is right, the Administration
has underestimated its defense program
cost by $124.5-billion through FY86.

That is only the beginning of the prob-
lem. CBQO’s forecast does not take into
account the most recent cost increase in

"
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main battle tanks in the cargo hold.
New wings, new life.

Apnproveg

ffiss Air Force Base, a C-5 executes a smooth 180-degree turn off-ru‘nway in foot-deep sn

soil at Eglin Air Force Base in Florida, the C-5 again suc-
cessfully demonstrated its unusual maneuvering capability.

‘In all the demonstrations, the C-5's gross weight reached
up to 665,000 pounds. That equals carrying two 60-ton M-1

In short, the C-5 has proved its off-runway ability on sur-
faces it might have to use in faraway places...places it can
reach because of its inflight refueling and worldwide range.
Furthermore, because of improved wings, the C-5s life-span

million pounds onyour back.

Oow.

will help keep America’s airlift capability strong and global

in range well into the 21st century.

Considering the C-5's size, range, capacity, and un-

matched cargo-handling speed, you might wonder h
can be so light on its “feet”
It's because the engineers and craftsmen at Lockh

w it

eed-

Georgia designed it that way. They have more experience

designing and building airlifters, by far, than anyone el
the world.

<.rlockheed-Georgia
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major weapons systems. These alone could
add up to $15-billion (estimate based on
an extrapolation of the Five-Year Defense
Plan submissions for January 1979, 1980,
and 1981 by the Senate Budget Staff)
to both the CBO and Reagan estimates
for FY82-86, assuming that they are a
one-time phenomenon. That is a dangerous
assumption.

The unit costs of major defense pro-
grams are reaching intolerable levels and
they continue to increase. The following
examples compare the unit (per copy) costs
of the total procurement buy of selected
programs as submitted by DoD with its
FY81 budget and with the most recent
data compiled by DoD one year later.

The few relatively bright spots in this
list of cost disasters are worth separate
mention. With the exception of the F/A-
18 program, our fighter aircraft production
teams appear to be holding cost growth
to about the national average rate of in-
flation. But even in these cases, the cost
increases are higher than the average in-
flation on purchases estimated in the Rea-
gan budget. I do not argue that the new

It seems likely that Reagan and
Cap Weinberger have developed
their inflation numbers from a
campaign document rather than
by a scientific forecast based on
empirical sampling of recent
price increases in defense.

“’:Prioggams by Service
Army’ '
Attack helicopter
Blackhawk helicopter
SOTAS
Roland
" Patriot
- M-1 Tank -
IFV .
| Navy
EA-6B
" F/A-18
F-14
CH-53
SH-60B
P-3C
Trident Missile
- DDG-47
* Air. Force = -
15
. F-16
TR-1 -
GLCM -

$7.4°
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0.5

16
0.9

18.6

12.8
134

$15.3

3.2

" Projected Unit Costs |

Total Program ($ in Millions) .+~
1981 éhﬁget
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1.0-.

$20.9
189
19.6°

e
9222

136
214

% Increase
37.8%
279
221.8

. 1400

400

- 563

1000

Dec 81 SAR |
s
. 88
280

12

200%
398
16

- 523
RN 7 I
C.367

Administration is responsible for these
price increases—only that it is irrespon-
sible in hiding from itself and the public
the budgetary implications of runaway de-
fense inflation.

With the rapid escalation in program
unit costs, one wonders whether program
management overview is being practiced
at all within the Department of Defense,
especially in the Navy and, even more,
the Army.

In addition, we have not seen the end
of the manpower cost-spiral. Personnel
costs now eat up about 50% of the defense
budget. The Reagan budget projects a de-
clining share of manpower costs based,
in part, on the expectation that pay in-
flation rates will drop about 5% in 1986.
CBO thinks they are likely to be at least
two percentage points higher, and this is
reflected in CBO’s cost projections. What
is not reflected in those cost projections
is the likely added cost of meeting Con-
gressionally-mandated quality standards in
recruitment if unemployment falls as rap-
idly as the Reagan budget predicts. If
these recruitment and retention objectives
are met, while competing in a tight labor
market, by general, across-the-board pay
raises (in addition to the 5.3% added pay
raise proposed by Reagan for 1981), then
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as much as another $15-billion could be
added to the cost of Reagan’s budget. This
projection was extrapolated from data de-
veloped by the CBO on the cost of man-
agement objectives on recruiting and ca-
reer manning for FY82-86 as it appears
in CBO’s Jan. '81 Resources for Defense:
A Review of Key Issues for FY82-86.

The wisdom of across-the-board pay in-
creases such as the one proposed in the
Reagan budget for July, 1981 is certainly
questionable. The recruiting and retention
benefits which flow from this pay increase
(which will cost $10-billion over the 1982-
86 period) could be achieved at less than
half the cost by the use of bonuses, since
a large part of the pay increase will go
to career personnel who are on average
well compensated. For example, under
Reagan’s pay proposal, senior O-6s (a colo-
nel or Navy captain) will earn as much
take home pay as a Cabinet member.

Many, though not all solutions to the
problems our nation’s defenses are facing
in the next few years, lie in the practice
of supply-side defense economics—the es-
sence of which is to provide people with
incentive to work, save, and invest in ways
that increase productivity and combat in-
flationary cost-spiral.

When applied to the management of
defense resources, supply-side economics
means increasing supply of qualified man-
power at the lowest cost, increasing pro-
ductivity of the defense labor force, and
increasing efficiency of defense procure-
ment. The incentives which will achieve
these objectives are both economic and
social.

Manpower Initiatives

In the manpower area we must first
reinstitute the draft. The need is clear.
The new shipbuilding program envisioned
by the Navy and the Reagan Adminis-
tration could require over 100,000 men
to man the additional ships we would build.
Yet, the Navy is currently having a dif-
ficult time sending the ships it has to sea
because of severe manpower shortages.
And, as we succeed in improving our eco-
nomic situation, the military manpower
situation will worsen.

Under the current All Volunteer Force
concept, one of our principal recruiting
aids is higher unemployment. Many young
men are entering the armed forces because
there are no other jobs available. However,
when these young men enter the Service,
they select, and rightly so, the more highly
specialized occupational specialities. This
further exacerbates an already critical
shortage in the combat arms—the men
who will actually be called upon to do
the fighting. It is difficult to envision a
volunteer system where young men in large
numbers will choose to carry a rifle, march
long distances, and sleep in a muddy hole
half filled with water.

So much for need. The principal reason
for returning to the draft is one of equity.

One of the major criticisms heard during
the war in Vietnam was that the war was
being fought by the poor, the black, and
the disadvantaged. And yet, we have in-
stitutionalized that system through the All
Volunteer Force. The burden and privilege
of defending this nation should be shared
by all our people at every level of society.

armed forces JOURNAL international/May 1981
Approved For Release 2007/05/07 : CIA-RDP83M00210R000300050004-5




Approved For Release 2007/05/07 : CIA-RDP83M00210R000300050004-5

Projection of

The Navy's programs for
projection and forward de-
ployment of combat forces
are under constant devel-
opment. A key element is
the amphibious assauilt.
Maritime prepositioning,
while intended for a non-
hostile environment, can
complement an amphibious
assault. TRW provides
systems support and con-
tinuity of technical de-
velopment for related
acquisition programs.
Specifically, these pro-
grams in support of the
Amphibious Ship Acquisi-
tion Project, include the
LHA-1 class Amphibious
Assault Ship and the pro-

Naval Powe

‘& ) “‘&E’%\f_ﬁé\\“ ‘ b

jected LHX...the LSD-41
Landing Ship Dock...LCAC
Landing Craft Air Cushion
...TAKR-X Fast Logistic
Ship...and TAKX Mari-

time Prepositioning Ship.

The support provided by
TRW involves assistance
in acquisition planning;
cost and technical risk
analyses; reliability and
maintainability plans;
logistics and test sup-
port; and documentation
throughout the system life
cycle.

TRW is a leader in naval
warfare systems engineering
and integration, C3, sat-
ellite communications, and
advanced electronics. This

broad know-how enables
TRW's naval engineers to
contribute a weaith of
expertise to the solution
of problems in the pro-
jection of naval power.

If you're interested in
joining our team, contact
W.G. lzabal, W1/1516A,
7600 Colshire Drive, McLean,
Virginia 22102. Phone:
(703) 734-6283.

An equal opportunity employer

SYSTEM ENGINEERING
from

A COMPANY CALLED

TRW

DEFENSE AND SPACE SYSTEMS GROUP
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Secondly, we must enact a meaningful
GI Bill, including a transferability pro-
vision of unused benefits to a dependent.
This will attract an increased number of
high school graduates into service and will
assist in retaining the career, middle-level,
noncommissioned officers needed to train
and lead our fighting men. The cost of
such a GI Bill is far less than that of
across-the-board pay increases.

Third, we must review our entire pay
and benefits structure, with the objective
of compensating military personnel on the
basis of skills rather than rank. Large,
across-the-board pay increases based on
longevity are not only the most expensive
way to solve the general manpower prob-
lem, they may be undermining our efforts
to retain the critical skills that our forces
desperately need.

O &M Initiatives

In the area of operations and mainte-
nance, we must accept the fact that some
of our equipment has become so complex
that it is not easily maintainable even with
“high quality manpower. While some US
weapons may be needlessly complex, it
is absolutely critical that we maintain our
technological edge. Therefore, the US
should move toward increased use of more
productive contractor maintenance, utiliz-
ing modular components whenever possi-

ble. It is an old adage that civilians should
not serve in a war zone. This rule ignores
the experience of Vietnam. Furthermore,
with fuel costs for the Department of De-
fense now approaching $12-billion annu-
ally and with no end to the increases in
sight, fuel economy must become a major
factor in the design and procurement of
all non-combat aircraft and vehicles.
Procurement Initiatives

In the procurement picture, we can ex-
pect to continue paying for some cost
growth. However, there are ways to blunt
the impact. A primary and relatively sim-
ple approach to this problem is to change
the way our Services (and the Army in
particular) view the management of their
major acquisition programs. All too often,
the job of program manager is viewed
as a major detour, if not downright red
light, on the road to career advancement.

The traditional, so-called ticket punching’

route to general officer or admiral is de-
signed at each step to identify a man’s
leadership capabilities in traditional mili-
tary activities. In the Army, for example,
the brightest young officers progress from
company commander as a captain through
Command and General Staff College, bat-
talion command, senior war college, bri-
gade command, and then general officer.
The Services must be persuaded that suc-

THERE ARE 100,000 AMERICANS

STILL FIGHTING THE

They’re readers of Civil War Times lllustrated, our exciting
magazine established in 1962 whose editors still discover new
things about America’s bloodiest turning point.

cessful management of -a multi-million or
billion dollar program is at least as good
an indication of leadership qualities and
flag rank potential as the ability to lead
several hundred men in the field or at
sea.

The largest dividends in correcting the
defense budget, of course, will come from
the most difficult decisions. We, the Con-
gress and the Executive, must have the
courage to write off marginal investments.
Too often, programs that are poor per-
formers in the R&D phase, go to pro-
curement on the rationale of maintaining
our industrial defense base (or satisfying
a major campaign investor at home). The
Department of Defense can no longer per-
form the role of employer of last resort
for economically depressed Congressional
districts.

In the same vein, Congress should en-
courage the most efficient methods of pro-

With the rapid escalation in pro-
gram unit costs, one wonders
whether program management
overview is being practiced at all
within the Department of De-
fense....

curement and production. Stretching out
weapons procurement saves money in the
near-term but makes unit costs higher, so
in the end we buy less equipment than
the Services need without realizing com-
mensurate budgetary savings.

The Defense Department should be en-
couraged to study and report on the fea-
sibility of reducing costs by obtaining sec-
ond sources on major production runs. Sav-
ings from price competition often outweigh
the costs of building a second production
line.

Additionally, a careful reexamination of
Defense roles and missions to eliminate
duplication during the acquisition process

Send today for your FREE copy of GEFTYSBURG!, a

definitive history of the famous battle, along with a

trial copy of our magazine, Civil War Times Illus-

trated. Find out why 100,000 present day Americans

%  find the saga of our nation’s greatest internal struggle
as fascinating now as it was 100 years ago.

CWTI covers all aspects of the war; its leaders, its
battles, its common soldiers. You'll gain new insights
as they are being developed by our leading authors.
Get the FREE book and your first copy of CWTI, then

decide whether you want to be a regular subscriber at

$15 for a full year. If you don’t, just write “No thanks”

on our bill and mail it back. Keep both magazine and
book as our gift. But act today while the supply of
books lasts. Allow up to 8 weeks
for first delivery.

is necessary, both inter- and intra-Service.
For example, there are, including those
developed by NATO Allies, several dozen
systems to kill a tank. Is it necessary to
sustain the cost of research, development,
testing and evaluation, and procurement
for all of them? I don’t see why.

Finally, we should learn to put first
things first. Currently, our military plan-
ners are charged with sizing and equipping
the forces to meet a range of contingencies
including a major war in Central Europe,
and a lesser war in the Indian Ocean
and/or the Western Pacific. By and large,
they do a first rate job of planning for
what some believe to be an impossibly
ambitious task. However, additional
weight in the procurement decision process
should be given to providing systems for
the most probable or lesser conflict. The
ability to fight successfully the most prob-

i able or smaller war will most certainly
D1ESJ-9 1 have the added benefit of making the ma-
jor war less likely. [ g |

° Just for

e tryin
CWTI, our big special
8% x 11" book, GET-
TYSBURG!, a richly &
illustrated account of )
the Civil War’s most 4
important battle.

E 3 e

Civil War Times Illustrated, Box 1863
Marion, OH 43302
OK, send my FREE GETTYSBURG!
book and inspection copy of CWTI.
I} either subscribe to a year of
CWTI (10 issues) at $15 or cancel and owe nothing.
Both book and copy are mine to keep.
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Pentagon/Services

GAO Backs DLA On Second Source
Chemical Protective Glove Production

THE LEGAL BATTLE over who can and
can’t produce chemical protective gloves
which are desperately low in military in-
ventories today, continues despite last
month’s ruling by the Government Ac-
counting Office (GAO) in favor of a gov-
ernment agency’s actions to establish a
second production source.

In April, AFJ reported on the legal dis-
pute between the Defense Logistics
Agency (DLA)—the government agency
charged with procuring the special gloves
-—and the present sole source supplier,
Norton Corporation.

Under a section of the military pro-
curement laws called “Exception 16” to
the Defense Acquisition Regulation, gov-
ernment procurement agencies are per-
mitted to set up second sources without
competition when the agency head deems
it is in the interest of national defense.

Butyl gloves are presently produced in
quantities well below even peacetime
needs. And, although Norton is producing
the quantity stipulated for in earlier con-
tracts well within the time frame specified,
it would be unable to meet all DLA glove
neceds with existing facilities.

Thus DLA tried to award a production
contract to Brunswick Corporation last De-
cember. Norton protested the award on
the basis that the signature on the Ex-
ception 16’s D&F (determination and find-
ing) was not that of the statutory head
of the agency (former Under Secretary
of Defense for Research and Engineering
William J. Perry signed the D&F), and
that DLA had not shown sufficient need
to establish a second source.

The courts issued a temporary injunction
in January, 1981, and requested an opinion
from GAO concerning the propriety of
DLA’s second source award. In early
April, GAO supported DLA as well within
its rights, noting that the briefs filed by
DLA left no doubt that the Secretary of
Defense had the authority to sign the D&F,
to procure military supplies and that this
authority could be delegated.

GAO also supported the use of separate
sources rather than expanding Norton’s
present sole source capacity as necessary
to protect DoD from disruption in deliv-
eries or other events.

Battle Continues

Government officials had hoped that
after the GAO decision Norton might feel
there was little hope in pursuing this fur-
ther in the courts, but one official told
AFJ, that was “apparently was not the

case.” One week after GAO delivered its
decision, Norton filed with US District
court in South Carolina (the Court that
granted the original injunction) challeng-
ing a motion for a protective order sub-
mitted by the government earlier this year.
In its motion, Norton contends that de-
positions taken “under the constraints of
preparation for a hearing on the prelimi-
nary injunction raised, but did not answer,
critical factual questions concerning the
propriety of the [December, 1980] D&F.”

. Political Pressure?

AFJ has learned that Norton represen-
tatives spent three hours restating their
case to Under Secretary of Defense for
Research and Engineering Robert Trimble
on April 2nd, the day after GAO’s de-
cision, in a meeting arranged by Sen.
Strom Thurmond of South Carolina, where
Norton’s production facilities are located.
Last month, the Journal reported that
some DoD officials felt Thurmond, among
others, had exerted “unusual pressure” on
Defense in Norton’s behalf concerning
glove contracts.

However, in early April, the Acting As-
sistant Secretary of the Army for Research
and Development and Acquisition, Arthur
Daoulas, to whom Thurmond had previ-
ously written requesting to be “advised
prior to issuance of a formal award,” re-
sponded to the Journal’s article to “clarify
my perception of what you referred to
as political pressure.” Daoulas noted:

(continued on p. 22)

Army Chopper Bids Weigh More Than It Does

TWO CONTRACTORS have submitted
2.8 tons of paper proposals for a small
Army targeting helicopter that will weigh
only about 1% tons at take-off. Averaged
together, each of the proposals weighs al-
most as much as the “off-the-shelf” ma-
chine the Army hopes to buy, a light ob-
servation helicopter modified with night
vision devices, laser target designators and
a mast-mounted sight that will let it hide
from the enemy while directing precision-
guided artillery and missile fire.

Bell Helicopter and Hughes Helicopters
have been vying for the program, called
Advanced Helicopter Improvement Pro-
gram (AHIP), with updated versions of
their respective OH-58C and OH-6 scout
helicopters. AFJ wrote in January that
the “New Army Targeting Helicopter May
Weigh More Than the Paper Behind It.”
The Army’s Deputy Chief of Staff for
Research, Development, and Acquisition,
Lt. Gen. Donald R. Keith, replied in AFJ’s
February Defense Forum that, “I person-
ally would not draw the conclusion that
the paper required by the revised RFP
[Request for Proposal] will weigh more
than the helicopter itself. . .”” As one senior
Army official remarked, “The Army
shouldn’t be penalized for what the Xerox
machine does.” A single copy of one pro-
posal weighs 99 lbs.; a single copy of the
other weighs 74 Ibs.

The two bids were delivered to the Army
on April 9th. One proposal entailed 70
volumes, most of them submitted in mul-
tiple copies, and totaled close to 650,000
pages and 3,500 lbs. of paper. (The AHIP
helicopter will probably weigh under 3,000
Ibs. at take-off when configured for com-
bat.) Any one complete copy of that pro-
posal would be about nine times as long
as the Holy Bible. If all of that proposal’s
pages were laid side-by-side, an Army eval-
uator would have to walk a 328-mile round
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trip to read it—184 miles just to read
one side of each sheet.

The other proposal entailed 55 volumes
totaling about 6,700 pages per set, and
weighed about 2,100 lbs. when the multiple
copies required were delivered to the
Army’s Aviation Research and Develop-
ment Command in St. Louis. The two
firms have invested close to $10-million
readying their bids. In contemporary dol-
lars, the cost per pound of proposal is
seven times the cost per pound of the
helicopter itself. (That number is not as
surprising as it may sound at first, since
the proposals involved significant com-
pany-funded engineering and design efforts
before the proposals could even be written;
that kind of design work is far more costly
than the manufacturing hours required to
produce a pound of helicopter airframe.)

The Army hopes to award an AHIP
contract to one of the firms in July and
have the new helicopter targeting system
operational late in 1985. It hopes to buy
somewhere between 208 and 720 AHIP
systems at a cost of under a million dollars
each in 1981 dollars. Army procurement
officials told AFJ in December they hoped
to “skin” down the RFP’s extensive doc-
umentation requirements, but acknowl-
edged they were “asking for more detail
up front in this RFP because... we see
this as a relatively low risk development
with an opportunity to control costs.” Such
cost control could be crucial to the pro-
gram’s eventual success or failure, since
AHIP is currently one of 41 new Army
hardware programs, Army officials ac-
knowledge, that is underfunded in the Pen-
tagon’s current five-year plan. Thus, it
could not be procured unless the Reagan/
Weinberger defense budget review now
underway for Fiscal Years 1983-1987 re-
sults in significantly larger funding than
is presently forecast to be available. B<rm
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Weapons/Research

GD Refutes Navy Allegations

of Mismanaged Sub Programs
by Deborah G. Meyer

IN A TERSE REBUTTAL to Navy
charges that the Electric Boat Division
of General Dynamics is responsible for
serious delays in the SSN-688 class and
Trident submarine programs, P. Takis Vel-
iotis, general manager of Electric Boat,
accused the Navy of being responsible for
the program delays—primarily because of
defective government-furnished equipment
and design changes which the Navy re-
quired.

Going one step further, Veliotis said that
Electric Boat is planning to bill the Navy
up to $100-million for costs of faulty work-
manship, covered under standard insur-
ance provisions included in all Navy ship-
building contracts (the Navy acts as the
insurer and keeps the millions in premi-
ums). According to the Navy, however,
its insurance premiums do not cover faulty
workmanship, even if commercial insurers
do.

By awarding three new SSN-688 class

submarines to Newport News Shipbuild-
ing—a move made by Navy .Secretary
John Lehman on March 17th (April
AFJ)—Veliotis charges that “basic prin-
ciples of fairness seem to have been cast
aside,” and that the “national interest will
not be served by penalizing Electric Boat
for past problems which have now been
solved.”

While Veliotis was testifying before the
House Armed Services Committee’s Sea-
power, Strategic and Critical Material
Subcommittee, David S. Lewis, Chairman
and Chief Executive Officer of General
Dynamics, was writing a reply to Lehman’s
March 17th letter expressing ‘“doubts”
about GD’s performance on the sub pro-
grams. Lewis said, “While Electric Boat
has had its problems in the past, Electric
Boat is currently performing well.” He
added that Lehman’s decision to award
the 688-class contracts to Newport News
is “very painful to us, particularly in view

DoD Proceeds with Austere ELF

by Deborah G. Meyer

ALTHOUGH THE NAVY has expressed
concern over the.expense and survivability
of the Extremely Low Frequency (ELF)
submarine communications system, the
Defense Department has announced that
it will reactivate the project near Clam
Lake, WI, with funding set at $34.8-mil-
lion. President Reagan has ordered DoD
to test and operate a limited version of
the controversial system, in response to
Chief of Naval Operations Adm. Thomas
B. Hayward’s request that the project be
kept in a caretaker status pending a de-
cision on a longer range plan. Secretary
of Defense Caspar Weinberger will submit
recommendations to President Reagan in
early August, following a reexamination
of the country’s overall strategic command
and control systems.

According to OSD, the program will
be restricted to the ongoing 130-mile “aus-
tere” ELF program now underway at Clam
Lake and a related underground 28-mile
antenna array, with any further expansion
to be made only after careful evaluation.
An IOC is expected this fall.

A spokesman for the Navy told AFJ
that a March 19th memo from Adm. Hay-
ward to the Secretary of the Navy, and
a subsequent letter from Under Secretary

18

of the Navy Robert J. Murray to Wein-
berger, “focus on [ELF’s] expense and
survivability.” The Navy did not, the
spokesman stressed, recommend that the
program be scrapped, noting its necessity
as a “strategic deterrent.”

However, Peter Lennon, Sen. Carl
Levin’s (D-MI) legislative assistant for de-
fense policy, told AFJ that other sources
report that Hayward’s recommendation to
Murray was that ELF not .be deployed
in Michigan, but that it should be main-
tained in Wisconsin. His concerns were
that it lacked survivability, the data link
was too slow, and that it “was not worth
the money.” Lennon said that Murray also
expressed doubts about the high cost and
survivability problems in his letter to Wein-
berger, and questioned the wisdom of
spending $500-million on a non-surviva-
ble system. The limited system that is pres-
ently being tested will cost only .$79-mil-
lion.

Under the Carter Administration, the
ELF program was placed under caretaker
status, with funding withheld in FY79 and
FY80 despite strong statements made by
then Secretary of Defense Harold Brown
and Under Secretary of Defense for

(continued on p. 22)

of this company’s capital investment over
the past several years of $280-million in
new machinery, equipment, and build-
ings.”
Defective Equipment

Veliotis in his testimony cited some ex-
amples of faulty government-furnished
equipment and how it caused delays:
e In mid-1980, the government-furnished
main propulsion equipment encountered
so many problems on the 688-class that
the Navy directed Electric Boat to check
45 different potential trouble spots.
« In the case of government-furnished gen-
erator sets, Electric Boat was ordered to
check 65 potential trouble items.
« In 1979 and 1980, a total of over 8,000
“GFE” reports, (notice of defect in a piece
of government-furnished equipment) were
submitted by Electric Boat to the Navy.
Over 750,000 manhours were spent cor-
recting government responsible deficien-
cies.
 During design reviews over the past eight
years, Electric Boat warned the Navy of
the high risk involved in using a large,
newly-designed valve in the ship’s emer-
gency control system. Each time, the Navy
ordered them to proceed with the afore-
mentioned valve, Veliotis noted. During
testing it was proved that the valve indeed
would not work. After a good deal of time
was spent trying to redesign and repair
the valve, Electric Boat was eventually
left with no alternative but to proceed
with other, less complex valves.

Design Changes

According to Veliotis, Electric Boat was
still receiving design changes during the
final testing phases and even during sys-
tems turnover to the Navy. By February,
1980, Electric Boat realized that because
of the 20 or so revisions they were receiving
each day, the Ohio—the lead Trident sub-
marine—would be seriously delayed. As
a result, the company formally recom-
mended daily meetings with the Navy Su-
pervisor of Shipbuilding to review the
changes. Said Veliotis, “The Supervisor
refused to participate in such meetings—
instead we were required to perform all
changes we received—notwithstanding
cost and schedule impact.”

What The Navy Didn’t Say

V. Adm. Earl B. Fowler, Jr., Com-
mander of Naval Sea Systems Command,
told the House subcommittee earlier in
March that serious quality control prob-
lems at Electric Boat were the primary
source of delays in the two submarine pro-
grams. Three problems specifically men-
tioned were improper grades of steel—
some used in critical locations; defective
structural welding which needed to be re-
paired or replaced; and improper or de-
fective paint.

Veliotis addressed each charge sepa-
rately:
» Nonconforming steel was discovered by
General Dynamics during an internal au-
dit. None of it was used in the pressure

{continued on p. 22)
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SIEMENS

Systems for
effective national defence

A nation’s security depends
fundamentally on the efficiency

of its electronic defence systems.

These must be developed by

an experienced partner who can
prepare individual analyses and
suggest solutions to problem
situations. They can range from
battlefield sensors to command
and control systems for the
highest decision-making levels.
With its research and systems
engineering, its development
and production capability,
Siemens is ideally qualified to
assume full responsibility for
complex defence systems.

Slemens-Defence eIectromcs

Efficient systems

for army, air force and navy

A selection from our program:
radar detection, identification
(IFF), data processing, short-
wave and radio relay transmis-
sion, voice and data ciphering,
telephone and telegraph
equipment, optronic systems,
electrical equipment,
check-out-systems.
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Further information available from:
Siemens AG, ZVW 144,

P.0.Box 700079,

D-8000 Minchen 70
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IN PRODUCTION in
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Wheels vs Facts

FACT: After extensive testing of wheeled and
tracked vehicles, Belgium and the Netherlands
selected the tracks because of their superior cross-
country mobility.

.FACT: Middle Eastern cities are often protected by
wheeled vehicles, while tracks are deployed in the
desert.

‘FACT: During U.S. Army Armored Reconnaissance
fScout Vehicle tests of wheels vs tracks, the wheeled
vehicle had nine times more mission function
-failures than the tracked vehicle. On a cross-country
course, the wheeled vehicle became immobilized
.14% of the time. The tracked vehicle always com-
pleted the course.

'FACT: During military cross-country tests, wheeled
vehicles had more maintenance problems than
equivalent weight tracked vehicles.

FACT: Tracked and wheeled vehicles with similar
capabilities weigh virtually the same. All the vehicles
in this family are transportable by CH53E, C130, and
‘C141 aircraft.

THE BOTTOM LINE: Off-road mobility is a major
reason why tracked vehicles are necessary for a
Rapid Deployment Force. Tracks perform well in any
environment. “When the going gets tough, the tough
get tracks!”

Questions? Ask us . ..
FMC Corporation
Ordnance Division
1105 Coleman Avenue, P.O. 1201
San Jose, CA 95108
408/289-3621

Questions regarding Naval weapon systems? Ask us . ..
FMC Corporation
Northern Ordnance Division
4800 East River Road
Minneapolis, MN 55421
612/571-2450

Questions regarding employment opportunities?
Ask either Division
I

A Family

of Tracked Vehicles
for the RDF

Recovery Vehicle

}

?
ﬁ
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Command Post Vehicle

Medical Evacuation
Vehicle
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Squad Vehicle

TOW Missile System Vehicle

Logistic Support

Most components of this family of vehicles are now
in a worldwide supply system. The repair manuals
and training programs are troop tested. Because of
this, NATO interoperability is assured.

Mobility

The 260 hp turbocharged diesel engine and type
classified high strength torsion bar suspension
system gives this family of vehicles excellent mobili-
ty. The 29,000 pound vehicle with quick acceleration
and dash-to-cover capability improves survivability.
The selection of this family of tracked vehicles by
over 44 Free World countries attests to its worth.

Firepower

A one-man or two-man turret is available. Either uses
the M242 25-mm dual-feed automatic cannon and the
M240 coaxially mounted machine gun. The type
classified ammunition is the same used on the
M2/M3 fighting vehicles. Adding the TOW missile
launcher is an option for the two-man turret.

Five individual firing and observation ports permit
troops to fire their individual weapons from the
squad vehicle. A variety of antitank weapons can be
carried in the vehicle.

This family of tracked vehicles is in production in
San Jose and available for the RDF.

Defense
Equipment
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Sub Programs (continued from p. 18)

hull or where it could affect submarine
safety. According to Fowler, there were
126,000 locations where nonconforming
steel might have been used on the Ohio
alone. In actuality, only 41 pieces were
replaced, weighing a total of 50 pounds,
out of a total of 23,600,000 pounds of
steel used on the Ohio. Says Veliotis, “The
nonconforming steel problem had no delay
effect whatever on Trident ship deliveries.”
« The welds discovered in 1979 by Electric
Boat and the Supervisor of Shipbuilding
on the 688-class sub did not affect the
pressure envelope, Veliotis stressed. “The
statistical data provided ... was not cor-
rect.” Of the 74,100 total welds (not
17,792 that Fowler mentioned) only 2,502
or 3.4% needed to be replaced or repaired,
and over 50% of those involved minor cos-
metic defects only.

» Less than a 5% actual breakdown in
paint occured on the Ohio, not 25% as
has been previously suggested. This break-
down, according to Veliotis, was a result
of epoxy paint initially being applied in
winter. Epoxy paints require warm tem-
peratures to cure properly. Once it was
decided that repainting was necessary,
Electric Boat devised an alternative paint-
ing scheme which was rejected by the
Navy. As a result, the epoxy paint was

again applied in the winter. Said Veliotis
to the Subcommittee, “I will not be sur-
prised, and you shouldn’t be either, if at
some later date deterioration is again found
to have occurred.”
Fowler’s Response

The day after Veliotis’ initial testimony,
V. Adm. Fowier appeared once again be-
fore Congress, stating now that he could
make a “somewhat more positive stdte-
ment” about Electric Boat. In light of
Lewis’ letter and Veliotis’ testimony, said
Fowler, “we can continue to carry out the
program,” adding that since General Dy-
namics is now willing to commit to “de-
manding milestones,” he now views Elec-
tric Boat as “a reliable supplier of high
quality submarines for the US
Navy.” axe

ELF (continued from p. 18)

RDT&E William Perry in support of ELF.
Although Carter agreed with DoD’s as-
sessment that a system like ELF was “vi-
tal,” he repeatedly deferred a go-ahead
on the system; some say that was because
of his 1976 promise to citizens of Michigan
not to proceed with the system against
their wishes (Dec. 1978 AFJ).

The Navy has been working on project
ELF for over 20 years under the project
names Sanguine and Seafarer. [ R |

IS THIS MAN CRAZY!?! According to John J. McGrath, Director of Public
Relations for McDonnell Aircraft Company, most of the people who see this photo
swear that the pilot of the F-15 is gliding along at 5-6 ft. above a gravel road
bordered by a pond on one side and weeds on the other. Actually the plane is
flying at several thousand feet altitude; what appears to be a pond is Alton Lake
in Illinois; what seems to be weeds are trees; and the little gully at lower left
is a full-fledged river. The false effect is caused by what seems to be a shadow
below the aircraft. It is actually an ice-free section of the lake near the shore,
the shape of which happens to approximate the F-15. (Photo taken by McDonnell

Douglas photographer Mick Gillespie.)
22
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THE ARMY’S INFANTRY AND CAV-
ALRY fighting vehicles: (IFV/CFV) and
Multiple Launch Rocket System (MLRS)
will enter second year production under
a $200.8-million contract awarded by DoD
to FMC Corporation. Under the contract,
a total of 300 IFV/CFV and 32 MLRS
vehicles are to be delivered between May
of 1982 and February of 1983. | R4 ]

Gloves (continued from p. 17)

... At no time did I or any DoD
official believe that ‘political pressure’
was being applied.”

Thurmond had, in fact, written Secre-
tary of the Army John O. Marsh on Feb-
ruary 6th forwarding, in “an effort to be
fair to both contractors [Norton and Bruns-
wick]” an outline of Brunswick’s position
in the case. Thurmond also noted in his
correspondence that he was “hopeful that
the issue involved can be settled to fulfill
the Defense Department’s needs and at
the same time be an equitable solution

_for both companies.”

But two weeks later, Thurmond wrote
Secretary Daoulas that, “I just want to
reemphasize that the Norton Company
proposal . . . provides a government savings
of $15-million compared to the Defense
plans to award portions of the contract
to both Norton and Brunswick companies.”

As AFJ went to press with this issue,
the Justice Department was expected to
file a motion to set aside the previous
injunction which blocks the Defense De-
partment from getting on with its business
of arming the troops. [ Bad |
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A strong foreign policy is one thing.
Keeping it afloat is another.

America is talking tougher these days. And that’s fine. The
whole world needs to know we won’t be pushed around.

At the same time, America must be sure it can back its
strong words with action. That’s the problem. Our surface navy
Jjust isn’t large enough to keep our interests secure everywhere.
Right now the Russian surface combat fleet outnumbers ours
4 ships to 1. A gap that grows wider every year. Unless a larger
shipbuildin% program is approved, we may actually remove
more ships from active service during the 1980’s than we add—
just as we did during the 1970’s.
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SURFACE COMBATANT SHIPS (CRUISERS, DESTROYERS, FRIGATES)
Annragved Far RPalasace 2007/05/0

There are steps we can take to add ships right now. One of
the most promising is the FFG Guided Missile Fri%ate, being
produced by Bath Iron Works. A fast, highly capable ship
designed to keep the sea lanes open.

Every Bath-built FFG has been delivered to the navy
ahead of schedule and under budget. In fact, a new Guided
Missile Frigate can be delivered by Bath every 60 days. That
could go a long way toward bringing our power at sea into
effective balance with the Soviet’s.

Bath Iron Works is committed
to maintaining this record. Because
a strong foreign policy is viable
only if it is backed by a
strong navy.

BATH IRON WORKS CORPORATION

A Congoleum Company
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A Sea-Going M-X ICBM?

by Jerry O’Rourke

THE M-X ICBM MAY BE GOING TO
SEA. .

New SecDef Caspar Weinberger re-
cently stated, “I like the idea of going
to sea if you can do it.”

Many others seem to like the idea as
well, for a variety of reasons. Former JCS
Chairman Adm. Tom Moorer boosts the
idea largely on strategic grounds. Sen.
John Warner, a former SecNav, is inter-
ested. His state of Virginia includes both
a massive naval complex at Norfolk and
a booming maritime industry in the Tide-
water region. Governor Matheson of Utah,
the presently planned-for home of much
of M-X, has become a very reluctant host.
When the Air Force proposed split-basing
" as a palliative, Senators John Tower of
Texas and Harrison Schmitt of New Mex-
ico, both strong M-X supporters, quickly
made it clear that they shared Gov. Mathe-
son’s reluctance to host the M-X in their
states. The Mormon Church also wants
the M-X to go away, as do a lot of petition-
signing natives of Nevada, another poten-
tial host state.

Environmental and ecological problems
are at the heart of this rising voice of
discontent. Few people are actually against
the M-X missile, as long as it is based
somewhere else. And since we all live on
land, why not send the unwanted M-X
to sea?

Arguments for sea-basing include:

e Better survivability of the missiles
against a Soviet attack. M-Xs ashore can
be targeted, albeit at the cost of a lot
of Russian warheads. With hundreds of
M-X-laden (and M-X-decoy-laden) mer-
chantmen steaming around the high seas,
the Russians would face an imponder-
able—probably impossible—targeting
task. Even if they managed to establish
tracks on most of the ships, the costs to
them would be enormously higher than
those for targeting known land sites.

« Lowered vulnerability for the US pop-
ulation against a Soviet attack. Presum-
ably the USSR’s initial ICBMs would go
for the M-Xs. With the M-Xs in land
bases, such an attack would evaporate
much of Utah and Nevada and send ra-
dioactive fallout over our heavily popu-
lated East.

e Little-to-no need for a companion anti-
ballistic missile defensive system for the
M-X lairs.

o Little-to-no adverse environmental and
ecological impact. Present M-X basing
plans call for vast diversion of scarce west-
ern water resources, massive tonnages of
concrete, and introduction of “civilization”
on a grand scale to pristine remote areas.
A national defense strategy more suited
to “Maritime America” to offset our in-
herent disadvantages against a “Heartland
Soviet.” We have complete and easy access
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Capt. Jerry O'Rourke was a “snipe”
in Boiler Room #3 of the USS Hancock
{CV-=19} in WW I1. Prior to retirement
in 1974, he directed the Navy Fighter
Study Group. He is presently a Vice
President of Maritime Associates, Inc.
of Burke, Virginia.

to oceans; they have almost none. They
have countless thousands of miles of
sparsely populated land mass; we have
much less. They exploit their continental
advantages; we should exploit our oceans,
not our land. '

» There would be almost no objection to
seaward deployment of M-X. Land-basing
is sure to involve lengthy and costly delays,
in much the same pattern which befell
the now moribund Navy Sanguine ELF
program to bury huge radio transmission
wires across the forests of the upper mid-
west.

 Providing the ships, shipyards and lo-
gistics support for the sea-going M-X
would give a much-needed boost to our
economically depressed maritime indus-
tries.

However, opponents of M-X sea-basing
are quick to point out a lot of unanswered
questions. In the first place, they say, it’s
simply too risky to have nuclear weapons
floating around in ships, subject to the
vagaries of wind, weather, Russians, ter-
rorists, and even pirates. An additional
reservation, held by Mr. Weinberger
among others, is that a water launch may
not provide sufficient accuracy to meet
M-X targeting needs. The counter argu-
ment holds that any corrections needed
can easily be programmed into the missile’s
early flight path.

Sending the M-X to sea would destroy
our long-held Triad concept. Would our
strategic defensive posture then be strong-
er—or weaker?

What about our European allies, who
have been playing host to a lot of land-
based nuclear weapons for many years?
Would they clamor for us to send all of
these to sea as well? And would they tend
to demur accepting new tactical nuclear
weaponry—GLCM and Pershing [I—as
they come along?

How serious a disaster would it be if
an M-X-laden ship ran aground, broke up
in a storm, or collided with another ship
at sea?

And if the ships were manned by civilian
crews, with only a small detachment of
military personnel, wouldn’t there be an
unacceptable risk of strikes and refusals-
to-sail, perhaps even mutinies?

According to one expert, retired Navy
Capt. John E. Draim, one question which
has already been answered is Mr. Wein-
berger’s “... if you can do it.”” Captain

Sea launch

Draim headed the Navy’s Project Hydra,
in which a number of missiles were sea-
launched in the early 60s. The missiles
were designed or modified to float nose-
up in the water, and simply blasted off.
M-X missiles could do the same, having
been put into the water from a submarine,
a warship, a merchantman, even a barge,
a helicopter, or an airplane. In the event
of a launch failure, the missile could be
destroyed by non-nuclear remote control
devices. Probably the simplest and cheap-
est system is the “Roll, Splash, Boom!”
technique. This would involve rolling the
missile out of the hull of a plain mer-
chantman, having it assume an upright
flotation, and blasting it off.

Sending the M-X to sea would also gore
a lot of bureaucratic oxen. Would the Air
Force run the program or would the Navy
exert its traditional maritime prerogatives?
And even within the Navy, hackles could
rise at the thought of possibly replacing
Trident submarines with “tramp steam-
ers.” i

Most observers agree that the M-X at
sea warrants a lot more consideration than
it has been given to date. Largely because
of the traditional acceptance of the concept
of a Triad for sea, land, and air-based
strategic weapons, it has been assumed
from the start that the M-X would be
laid in and launched from concrete. The
arguments in favor of more study on M-
X basing hoid that dropping this assump-
tion might provide some dramatically dif-
ferent results.

It’s a good bet that the mounting wave
of discontent with present M-X basing
plans will force additional studies. If so,
the sea-basing alternative should provide
a major issue. [ pad |
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Army Kills “High Priority” IMAAWS

THE NATION’s FUTURE RDF forces
won’t have to worry about transporting
thousands of man-portable medium-range
anti-tank missiles like today’s Dragon to
the Persian Gulf—or anywhere else. They
won’t have one. ]

A speeial Army review group decided
on April 17th and 18th to totally cancel
the next generation Dragon replacement,
a controversial program called IMAAWS
(Infantry Man-Portable Anti-Tank Assault
“Weapon System). The Army has 44,000
Dragons in inventory today, but the panel
concluded there is “no requirement” for
anything to replace it.

Telling that to Congress may be a bit
embarrassing, however, since the Army’s
Chief of Staff testified on February Sth,
1980 that IMAAWS is “one of our highest
priority programs.” Similar endorsements
have been heard on Capitol Hill from
former Defense Under Secretary Dr. Wil-
liam J. Perry and as recently as this Feb-
ruary from Assistant Defense Secretary
Jack Borsting, the DoD Comptroller.

Last September, the Army awarded
three contracts to develop IMAAWS, but
canceled them less than two months later
because it wanted to ‘“‘re-study” the pro-
gram and “make it more suitable for the
soldier.” The weapons which the Army
had planned on developing apparently were
too heavy (45-55 Ibs.) to satisfy its infantry
proponents (December, April AFJs).

At the time of last fall’s contract can-
cellations, an Army spokesman told AFJ
that the Army hoped to launch a new
competition for the weapon “next spring
or summer.” Instead, the Army has de-
cided it doesn’t need such a weapon after
all.

Flawed Study?

Some Service officials tell AFJ they
are “incredulous” over that conclusion.
General Donald Starry, a tanker who com-
mands the Army’s Training and Doctrine
Command (TRADOC) and whose job
makes him the Army’s chief “require-
ments” expert, told the special IMAAWS
review panel on April 17th that TRADOC
had reached such a conclusion based large-
ly on a study of anti-tank weapon needs
performed by his TRADOC Systems Anal-
ysis Agency. TRASANA is an in-house
“think tank™ at White Sands Missile
Range headed by the Army’s former Dep-
uty Under Secretary for Operations Re-
search, Dr. Wilbur Payne. TRASANA
concluded that the Army’s new TOW I1
long-range anti-tank missile and its array
of M-60 and M-1 tanks (for medium-range
engagements) would so deplete enemy
forces that few targets (perhaps 10% of
the attacking force) would be left for
IMAAWS by the time the enemy closed
to within its range.

But the study was badly flawed, ac-
cording to many senior officers. It looked
only at Army “heavy” divisions—mech-
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anized units which have a high density
of TOWs and tanks—but did not examine
the so-called “light” divisions which have
few such weapons and which today rely
heavily upon the shorter range Dragon
anti-tank missiles which IMAAWS would
replace. It is the light divisions—like the
82nd Airborne, 101st Airmobile, and in-
fantry units—which would deploy first to
the Persian Gulf and have to hold there
until heavier forces could be deployed by
sea 10 days to three weeks after war erupts.
The Soviet airborne divisions they would
initially face have a far heavier density
of tanks, armored fighting vehicles, and
anti-tank weapons than their US counter-
parts (Jan. 1980 4FJ). Nor did the study
consider US Marine Corps forces—which
depend upon the Army to develop their
principal weapons, which also are generally
considered to be “light” divisions, and
which would also be among the first US
combat units to engage in combat under
the new Rapid Deployment concept, or
fight on NATO’s flanks in the event of
war in Central Europe.

One Army officer told AFJ, “If DoD’s
program analysis shop had used that su-
perficial a study to recommend canceling
a major Army program, you'd have heard
the Army screaming in the Secretary of
Defense’s office even if you were in Ft.
Benning, Georgia. We just shot ourselves
in the foot with their kind of work.”

Foreign Repercussions

The Army’s IMAAWS cancellation
comes at an awkward time for the Pen-
tagon’s new Under Secretary of Defense
for Research and Engineering, Dr. Richard
DeLauer, who was to be in Europe as
this issue came off the press to negotiate
a final Memorandum of Understanding
with NATO Allies on an anti-tank “family
of weapons.” Under those agreements,
NATO countries are supposed to develop
the next generation long-range anti-tank
missile to replace the current TOW or
HOT missiles, which the US would then
buy (or license for US production) for
American forces, while the US was to
develop the next medium-range anti-tank
missile, to replace Dragon, which Euro-

pean nations would license or buy for their > f - -
eration system which trains military per-

armies. But the Army has decided uni-
laterally to move ahead with TOW II,
essentially a new long-range missile (new
warhead, guidance system, tracking bea-
con, a rocket motor), and to cancel de-
velopment of the medium-range missile
which the US was to develop for the Al-
liance. [ Rid |

MEMOS

THE NEWEST AIR FORCE AIR-TO-
GROUND tactical missle, the GM-65D
Infrared (IR) Maverick was tested recently
by the Army’s First Infantry Division on
the plains of Fort Riley, KS. The tests

were to evaluate the IR Maverick’s per-
formance in a European-like environment
against battlefield targets, in both day and
night conditions. The Maverick, managed
by Air Force Systems Command’s Aero-
nautical Systems Division and made by
Hughes Aircraft was tested for both design
and operational requirements. The Air
Force Test and Evaluation Center at Kirt-
land AFB, NM conducted operational test-
ing to determine how the weapon can be
used to achieve tactical objectives.

THE F/A-18 NAVY FIGHTER program
will be reexamined rather than approved
for production in its present fighter
version—that was the decision handed
down by a March 17th Defense Systems
Acquisition Review Council. As noted in
the latest (December, 1980) Selected Ac-
quisition Report (SAR), the F/A-18 is the
nation’s costliest ($37.9-billion) weapons
program, which has suffered an additional
$8.8-billion increase since the September,
1980 SAR.

Due to technical difficulties with the
aircraft, the Conference Committee on the
FY81 Defense Appropriations added a
rider to their report requiring that OSD
certify that problems discovered in the
Initial Operational Test and Evaluation
were corrected.

In recent years, the Navy has claimed
that it needs the F/A-18 because there
are no suitable alternatives. However, in
the past few weeks, Navy Secretary John
Lehman has approved the expansion of
the F-14 fighter force so that all big deck
carriers have two F-14 squadrons—thereby
eliminating the Navy fighter role for the
F/A-18. Also, the Marine Corps is being
allowed to buy the AV-8B for its light
attack squadrons—eliminating a second
F/A-18 role. The remaining roles are in
Navy light attack and Marine Corps
fighter squadrons for which other alter-
natives are being considered.

PORTABLE DYNAMIC SIMULATORS
(PDS), a type of electronic warfare sim-
ulation system, will be shipped by Antekna, -
Inc., a subsidiary of Itek Corporation, to
a NATO nation in Western Europe, con-

.cluding a 16-system, $5-million contract.

PDS is a completely portable threat gen-

sonnel and tests electronic warfare oper-
ating equipment. The system realistically
simulates the dense electromagnetic threat
environments of modern warfare and can
be set up in 30 minutes.

THE NEWEST AND LARGEST VES-
SEL Traffic Service (VIS) now protects
200 miles of highly active waterway in
the Pacific Northwest thanks to a Coast
Guard contract awarded to Eaton Cor-
poration’s AIL Division worth $9.3-million.
The 1979 contract included manufacture
and installation of ten radars, displays and
supporting equipment. xR
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America’s top Air Defense fighter for 1956

America’s main Air Defense fighter for 1981

Americd’s AirDefense
_isridingonaplane that’s
older than some pilots flying .

It's sad but it's true. We still have to depend on
a fighter from the 50’s for continental defense
—an aircraft that was once supreme, but now is
not only range-limited, but radar-limited,
armament-limited and expensive to maintain.
There is a fighter selected for USAF strategic
defense that is without compromise. It can
outfly, outfight, and outperform any other air-
craft in the air. It can carry out continental and
world-wide defense assignments—bomber
threat, cruise missile penetration, line-of-

communication protection and even anti-
satellite.

The F-15 Eagle.

The Eagle’s multi-mission avionics give
unprecedented advantage in air-to-air inter-
cept. Sidewinder missiles, Sparrow missiles,
20mm cannon, anti-satellite weaponry, and re-
markable fuel capacity combine for long range
and an awesome arsenal to confront any foe.
The F-15 Eagle. Its very presence is evidence
of national resolve.

MCDONNELL
DOUGLAS
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New DoD Mobility Study Asks $18-$31-Billion
to Beef Up Airlift, Preposition More Forces

by Deborah M. Kyle and Benjamin F. Schemmer

A CONGRESSIONALLY-MANDATED
Pentagon study of US mobility capabilities
and needs, sent to Congress on April 10th,
makes a complex but strong and conser-
vative case for an $18- to $31-billion, eight-
year program to beef up the nation’s airlift
forces, and to preposition significantly
more equipment for US forces in South-
west Asia.

The study was due to Congress on Feb-
ruary lst, but its controversial contents
caused internal Pentagon “staffing” of it
to drag out. At the insistence of Senate
Armed Services Committee Chairman
John Tower (R-TX), a 32-page, classified
executive summary of the study was finally

delivered to his committee and its House

counterpart on April 10th. Because Pen-
tagon proponents of such mobility alter-
natives as airlift, sealift, prepositioning,
and amphibious assault lift were still trying
to “coordinate” their various positions on
the study’s contents and recommendations,
Deputy Defense Secretary Frank C. Car-
lucci had to intervene on April 6th, after
a telephone call from Tower, to get a study
summary sent to the Hill.

tons of cargo, equivalent to another 12
Maine-class RO-RO ships (see photo, page
38).
 Prepositioning: Between $5- and $8-bil-
lion for up to 130,000 tons of equipment
prepositioned somewhere in Southwest
Asia plus Maritime Prepositioning Ship-
ping to deploy a third Marine brigade-
size amphibious task force in the area,
while also beefing up the Army’s prepos-
itioned stocks in Europe or improving host
nation support there to improve the US’
rapid reinforcement program.
Airlift Alternatives

The study made no specific recommen-
dations as to what kind of a new C-X
outsize cargo transport to buy, or whether
to buy it compared with putting the present
C-5A back into production, or whether
to help achieve the additional 20 million
ton-miles per day outsize cargo capability
by beefing up the nation’s CRAF, or by
buying additional cargo transports like the
KC-10.

It estimated costs for a new C-X fleet
to provide the additional 20 MTM/D lift
at between $500-million and $1.3-billion

LOCKHEED's C-141 “Stretch.”

Uncertainties evident in the $18-to $31-
billion range of cost estimates reflect the
lowest and highest cost estimates, respec-
tively, for a program that would add the
following mobility programs to the force
presently programmed for 1986:

Program Goals

= Airlift: About $15-billion would be spent
to buy and operate an additional 20 million
ton-miles per day of outsize cargo capa-
bility, equivalent to buying an additional
88 operating C-5As through some com-
bination of Civil Reserve Air Fleet
(CRAF) enhancement, new C-Xs, or de-
rivatives of off-the-shelf aircraft.

e Sealift: About $2.8-billion to buy and
operate additional roll-on, roll-off fast
cargo ships to lift an additional 100,000
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to research and devel-
op a new austere air-
field capable plane
(depending upon
whether a new plane
or derivative is devel-
oped), and at roughly
$11-billion to procure
them.

The Air Force hopes to select a C-X
contractor this June, if a new transport
plane is decided upon. Bids for the new
C-X were received from Boeing, Lockheed,
and McDonnell Douglas on January 26th,
and the same firms responded on February
11th to a separate Air Force Request For
Proposal for alternative ways to beef up
its airlift capability .using derivatives of
existing commerical wide-bodied jets. A
Defense Department decision is expected
in July on whether or not to move into
full-scale engineering development with

. the C-X and/or which commercial deriva-

tives to pursue.
Congressional Reservations

The Fiscal Year 1981 Congressional Au-
thorization Act expressed strong Congres-
sional reservations over the C-X program
and required that prior to award of any
C-X contract, the Secretary of Defense
must certify that:
1. Additional US military airlift require-
ments merit initiating such a program;
2. The magnitude and nature of cargo to
be carried are sufficiently well defined
to identify a deficiency in present military
airlift capability;
3. The magnitude and characteristics of
the lift requirements are well enough de-
fined to provide clear justification for and
the design parameters of such a new plane;
and that
4. Plans for developing it are well enough
defined to make its engineering develop-
ment both economically and technically -

S T

i

McDONNELL DOUGLAS’ KC-10 Advanced Tanker/Cargo Aircraft refuels a B-52 in
flight.
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feasible.

Deputy Defense Secretary Frank Car-
lucei wrote to Sen. William S. Cohen,
Chairman of the Senate’s Subcommittee
on Scapower and Force Projection, on
April 8th to tell him that a DoD “Mission
Elements Need Statement” for the C-X
approved on November 28th satisfied the
first certification requirement; that the
completed study, “Congressionally Man-
dated Mobility Study,” would satisfy the
second and third ones; and that DoD’s
July review of program alternatives would
satisfy the last certification requirement.
In the meantime, Carlucci said, the draft
executive summary of the mobility study
should provide ample information to let
Congress decide on the Pentagon’s FY
81/82 $287-million budget requests to be-
gin developing the plane. It would not
become operational until about 1987.

But C-X doubters in Congress made
clear, after reviewing the executive sum-
mary, that they still have strong reser-
vations about, the program. A Senate
Armed Services Subcommittee voted on
Aprll 21st not to include any C-X money
in its mark-up of the Pentagon’s proposed
FY82 procurement authorization bill.

The study examined lift requirements
of four contingencies in detail: two in
Southwest Asia, one in NATO and one
in Southwest Asia which involved a con-
curtent, precautionary reinforcement of
NATO. The study was probably conser-
vative in estimating lift needs for those
contingencies because it assumed in all
cases that:

« Adequate fuel would be available at all
enroute bases;
« Reception ports and airfields were ade-
quate to process all personnel and cargo
moved to the theater; and that
« Enroute basing and overflight rights
were granted by all allied and normally
friendly countries.

Lift Shortfalls

Current mobility forces were not able
to meet the lift requirements of any of
the scenarios. Even with the mobility en-
hancements presently programmed to be-
come operational by 1986 (C-5 wing beef
up, C-141 “stretch” with in-flight refu-
eling, three more division equipment sets
to be prepositioned for NATO, increased
spares and crews to boost utilization rates,
and with a CRAF enhancement expected
to total about 32 747-equivalents), the
shortfall was still “significant.”

While the exact numbers remain clas-
sified, in general the study showed that
today’s mobility forces will meet only one-
third to one-ffifth of the lift needed in
the first 15 days of such contingencies.
(The 15-day period is significant because

that is about the first time sealift begins.

delivering large quantities of equipment.)
At the 30-day point, present mobility
forces can meet between one-fourth to one-
half of the lift needs, depending upon the
scenario. Forces now programmed to be
operational by 1986 will meet only a third

30

MAC’s One-Man Airlift

to Save a Life in Russia
by Deborah G. Meyer

ON OCTOBER 23, 1973, a small group
of American medical personnel were
called upon to make an unprecedented
journey into the Soviet Union to evac-
vate a gravely ill American who was
bleeding internally from a torn esoph-
agus, and who was not responding to
Soviet medical treatment. It was a tense
period between the US and the USSR
—the Russians were threatening to
send 40,000 troops into the Middle
East, and President Richard Nixon was
about to call a worldwide military alert.

Col. Donald Eggerman, then a-major
and copilot on the histeric Military Air-
lift Command C-141 flight, told AFJ
that he received word at Rhein Main
AFB in West Germany on the afternoon
of the 22nd that his aircrew was about

to become the first ever to fly a US-

military aircraft across all of Russia.
It took “eight to 10 hours before all
of the diplomatic angles were worked

ut,” Eggerman remembers. The US|

crew dressed in civilian clothing, and
all numbers and insignia were painted
over with the exception of one small
American flag on the tail. The team
Jeft a little after midnight for their first
stop—Maoscow. -

In ‘Moscow, Bggerman recalls, they
picked up an English-speaking Soviet
navigator- who traveled with them.
across the USSR The plane was in
constant radar contact with each Rus-
‘sian observation post, with each being
notified of the plane’s flyover time. All
-of the towers were manned by English-

| speaking controllers.

They arrived in Irkutsk, Slberla early
the next morning to pick up James
Torrence, the member of a US cultural

| exchange group, who was so ill. Ac-

1 cordmg to Col. Eggerman, “I wouldn’t
“have given a nickel for his chances”
as they loaded him on the plane. Once
 on board, blood transfusions were
' started immediately-~the patient had
been rejecting the Russian blood and:
it ‘was now necessdry 1o get- American
blood inte him immediately. The C-.
141 is a general transport—not a medi-
-cal one—and the sick man was strapped
into. a hammock receiving his trans-

| fusions by flashlight. Surprisingly, he

began showing progress immediately.

- From there,’ said Eggerman, the
group traveled. to Khabarovsk, where |
they parted company with the Russian
navigator ‘and refueled the plane. They

“afe within 20 mimites for the last leg:
of the Journey to Yokota AFB, Japan.

It was a mission the State Depart—
‘ment ‘called a “historic first.,” Never

| before had any American plane flown
over the entire Soviet Union, much less

_a military one. . g 3 |

to onc-half of the lift needs by D+15,
but half to all of them by D+30, depending
again upon scenario.

About one-fifth of all the materiel
needed to be moved by D+15 in three
of the four scenarios studied represented
outsize cargo.

The dynamics of the mobility problem
are complex, the study makes evident. As
Military Airlift Commander-in-Chief Gen-
eral Robert E. Huyser recently noted, air-
lift requirements will change dramatically
between now and 1986, if for no other
reason, simply because each Army mecha-
nized division will increase in total weight
by 20%, with more than a 60% increase
in its “outsize” equipment. (“Outsize”
means equipment that is too large to fit
in MAC’s C-130s, C-141s, and Civil Re-
serve Air Fleet aircraft. The increase in
such equipment is developing because the
Army is “heavying up” its divisions to
give them more tanks, fighting vehicles,
and artillery.)

Thus, the study confirmed what Pen-
tagon planners have long known and tried
to persuade Congress of: the nation needs
fast lift the most, augmented by more
sealift and prepositioned equ1pment closer
to possible trouble spots in the Persian
Gulf. Fast lift means airlift.

In the 1973 Arab-Israeli War, Huyser
notes, 17 days elapsed before the first
American ship delivered any supplies to
Israel: airlift began delivering them within
hours after hostility commenced.

Payoff

The mobility enhancement program
which DoD’s latest study proposes is e€x-
pensive, but its payoff is immense. For
one of the scenarios, war games suggest
that the US’ failure to deploy a small
multi-division force within 25 days might
require a force almost four times bigger
to dislodge enemy forces at a later time.
In another scenario, a force six times larger
would be required, one far beyond the
US’ peacetime force structure. Thus, the
study concludes, “Programs that reduce
early shortfalls are more valuable than
those that make somewhat larger reduc-
tions at a later date.” '

Sealift, Prepositioning Alternatives

Very fast ships such as the Navy/Rohr
3,000-ton, 65-knot Surface Effect Ship
(SES), were considered, as well as dedi-
cated conventional roll-on/roll-off ships
and dedicated fast roll-on/roll-off ships.
But since a surface effect type vessel could
not become operational in quantity until
the early 1990s, while the mobility short-
fall is a “today” problem, most of the
sealift focus was on more conventional
maritime lift.

(What the study called “some technical
risk” in the surface effect ship showed
up in its cost uncertainties: roughly half
a billion dollars to develop it, but between
“$3.5-$9.9-billion” to procure -enough of
them to move 100,000 tons. That made
the SES alternative 4% to 6% times more
costly to procure than either a fast or
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THE F-14/PHOENIX TEAM.

ECAUSE YOU HAVE TO
GET THE ENEMY

JEFORE HE GETS YOU.

The most formidable
force for detecting,
tracking and inter-
cepting hostile air
threats is the AWG-9/
Phoenix System. And
only the F-14 Tomcat
carries it. Beyond 4
the range of s
enemy fighte
radar, the \/‘ﬁ

F-14 can ##

track and evaluate up
to twenty-four targets
at one time. From a
stand-off position, it can launch
its six Phoenix missiles simulta-
neously against the greatest
threats and still monitor eighteen
additional targets.

The missiles—with their super-
sonic speed, 25-g turn capability,
terminal radar homing guidance
and ECM resistance—allow one
F-14 to defeat a half-dozen of the
enemy's best. At distances of over

100 miles, and from
sea level to over
100,000 feet.

The Phoenix has an unpre-
cedented 84% kill rate against
simulated supersonic bombers,
fighters and cruise missiles.

Which means an all-Tomcat fight-
er force will give U.S. carriers the
greatest air defense capability in
existence.

Grumman Aerospace Corp.,
Bethpage, NY. 11714.

THE PAYOFF IS PERFORMANCE. GRUMMAN




C-X Designs
Vary Widely

INDUSTRY’S C-X DESIGNS vary
widely in technical approach, AFJ has
learned from sources close to the se-
lection process.

Boeing has relied heavily on the ad-
vanced technology tested successfully

| inits YC-14 Advanced Medium STOL

Transport, and the planes are not dis-
similar in rough appearance, with two
of the engines mounted above the wings
(as with the YC-14) and the third en-
gine mounted in the tail. Thus, the
plane’s cruise and short-field perfor-
mance are enhanced by the use of some
“upper surface blowing™ to add lift and
reduce fuel consumption, landing
speeds, and take-off/landing distances.
The engines are currently certified Gen-
eral Electric CF-6-80As, which will also
power Boeing’s new 767 commercial
transport. Each engine has about
48,000 lbs. of thrust.

Lockheed and McDonnell Douglas both
proposed more conventional designs,
four-engine transports using existing
Pratt & Whitney JT-10 engines at about
32.000 Ibs. of thrust each. An improved
version of that engine will be used in
Boeing’s new 757 commercial jetliner.
McDonnell Douglas’ C-X relies heavily
on the short-field technology demon-
strated in its YC-15 AMST prototype.
Lockheed’s might be said to represent
a scaled-down C-5A. | _RAd

conventional RO/RO fleet moving the
same tonnage, and three to six times more
expensive in 20-year life cycle costs. The
study noted, however, that the SES con-
cept “showed high productivity values;”
given the study’s “here and now” problem,
their potential long-term payoff was not
analyzed.)

Although it used existing USMC am-
phibious lift forces, the study did not con-
sider buying more amphibious assault ship-
ping. The executive summary does not
explain why.

Land-based prepositioning was esti-
mated to be “significantly less expensive
than maritime-based” depots (such as the
one now at Diego Garcia for a brigade-
size Marine amphibious force), but, the
study cautioned, “we do not always have
that option ... and cannot be sure how
we can develop it” in Southwest Asia.
Maritime prepositioning costed out at
about twice that of land-based options.

It said that in-flight refueling reduced
cycle time and increased airlift produc-
tivity by 3-5%, but did not recommend
buying additional tankers “because this
improvement is so small.”

C-X Implications

Although the study summary does not
say so, providing the additional 20 million
ton-miles per day of airlift would require

32

buying between 180 and 200 new C-X
aircraft. Scenarios given to the three con-
tractors bidding on the program were sig-
nificantly more demanding. To meet them
would require between 200 and 240 new
C-Xs, or some 100 to 120 more C-5As.
The study found that “direct delivery of
materiel to forward airfields” showed a
7% to 15% productivity advantage, making
up the time otherwise required to close
that materiel between a port and the for-
ward airfield, plus the transhipment time
avoided by not transiting through the port.
For the 20 million ton-mile per day airlift
addition which the study recommended,
the austere forward airfield capability was
estimated to cost about 28% more in air-
craft procurement costs, but only about
5% to 15% more in 20-year life cycle cost.
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The industry proposals for C-X now be-
ing evaluated should provide a more re-
fined cost estimate of the austere field
vs. “main runway” capability. MAC’s
Huyser told the House Armed Services
Rescarch and Development Subcommittee
last month, “Last year I was criticized
for not being able to give a clear descrip-
tion of the aircraft to fill the C-X role.
[ still can’t, but I firmly believe the Air
Force used the proper approach which was
—define the requirement and let the ex-
perts, the aircraft manufacturers, design
an aircraft best suited to do the job.”
About the most specific thing Huyser has
said publicly of the proposed plane’s char-
acteristics is that it would have a payload
of *at least 130,000 pounds” and thus
be “able to transport the ... Army’s XM-
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Source: “The Rapid Deployment Force and US Military Intervention in the Persian Gulf,”
by Jeffrey Record, Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis, Inc., Feb. 1981.
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Bell Hellcopter 2415,

Division of TextronInc.

Throughout the world, Bell’s Modernized AH-1S Cobra. Input from laser range-
AH-1S Cobra supports the teams that finder, air data sensor and doppler
support defense. Active Army and Army AH'ls navigations systems to the fire control
National Guard units fly, fire and . computer significantly improves ordnance

maintain this combat-proven craft. %’re accuracy while reducing time to get
But today, there’s a new Cobra. rounds on target. Additionally, the

Representing the only dedicated at- the airborne laser tracker contributes to
tack helicopter in free world productlo rapid target handoff and acquisition. As

the Modernized Cobra is in service ’ve this Cobra evolves, the capability to
now. Well-suited to engage a variety employ weapons at night without

of targets on the modern battlefield, this the best cooperatlve illumination will give the
Cobra is designed to defend the future. Total Force total day/night capability.

The relative small size and ease of we’ve The Bell AH-18 Cobra, it's designed
handling of the AH-1S contribute to the e for tomorrow’s defense. The ultimate
agility needed for terrain flight. Ballistic tolerance in advanced technology for attack heli-
of components, coupled with the latest surviv- copters will serve in the units/organizations
ability features, protect the aircraft and crew represented by these patches. It could do it today.
against numerous threat systems. m—— For additional information on Bell’s

Versatility of the weapons systems,
TOW missile, 20mm cannon and
2.75 in. rockets, is increased by the Marketing, Bell Helicopter Textron,
sophisticated fire control aboard the PO. Box 482, Ft. Worth, Texas 76101.

Bell’s AH-1S Cobra: everythmg’snewbutthename'
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g 7 Modernized AH-1S contact:
o ’ Vice President, U.S. Government
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Programmed US 1986 Mobility Forces

Mlhtary Alrhft

70 operating C-55
234 operating C-141s
 Civil Reserve Air Fleet: © 32 747-equivalents
Prepositioned Equipment:

Europe . :

6 Army division sets
2 USMC brigade amphibious task forces

Persian Gulf 2 USMC brigade amphibious task forces

‘Fast Sealif(:

-8 Modified SL-7s

aboard Near Term-Prepositioning
Ships and TAK-X Maritime
Prepositioning Ships

RDF’s KELLEY: “No responsible person
could logically call the Rapid Deployment
Joint Task Force a ‘paper tiger.” ... Par-
enthetically, I must be the first to em-
phasize that without sufficient strategic air-
lift, strategic sealift, and amphibious lift,
there is no way to put a capital ‘R’ in
‘Rapid’.”

I tank;” that with 100,000 pounds of cargo
it would have an “unrefueled range of
more than 3,000 nautical miles;” and that
it could use ‘short, semiprepared run-
ways.”

Huyser told Congress in April that be-
cause of spare parts underfunding in pre-
vious years, MAC’s C-5 and C-141 fleets
today could meet “only 62% of the surge
sortic flying hour objective and 52% of
the sustained flying hour objective estab-
lished by the Secretary of Defense in his
‘Consolidated Guidance’.” Because of cur-
rent long lead times for many aerospace
products, Huyser said it would be late
Fiscal Year 1985 before the spares short-
fall can be fully corrected.

The C-5A wing modification program
(which will add an additional 30,000 flying
hours to the plane’s useful life), he said,
is now “‘several months ahead of schedule.
The wing fix is “an expensive program,”
he acknowledged, but he asked, “Where
else could we get 77 aircraft with that
capability for $20-million per copy?”” Near-
ly half of the C-141 fleet, Huyser added,
has now been modified to the “stretch”
version with in-flight refueling. The pro-
gram, he said, “is ahead of schedule, below
its projected cost, and will be complete
by July, 1981.” [ BAd |

LOCKHEED’s C-5A.

MAC’s HUYSER: “The best fighting
forces our nation can provide will be ab-
solutely useless if they can’t be rapidly
deployed when needed and supported for
employment.”

Congressional Questions

ENORMITY OF THE PERSIAN
GULF airlift problem is evident in some
quick calculations a few Members of
Congress have made from the executive
summary of the “Congressionally Man-
dated Mobility Study sent them on
April 10th.

To meet one of the scenarios pos-
tulated, AFJ is told, would require an
airlift effort from the ! US five times
more intense than the biggest ever
mounted, the Berlin airlift. One plane
would be landing somewhere in South-
west Asia about once every 20 minutes
for 20 to 25 days. (That’s about the
same sortie or interval rate of the Berlin
airlift at its peak, flown mostly by C-
54s, but five timies as much cargo would
be carried per aircraft and for far
greater distances.)

Another calculation shows that the
forces which DoD pro;gcts moving to
the- Gulf in one scenario would form
a bumper-to-bumper, two—lane convoy
60 miles long--just for the vehicles
involved, not including’ any palleuzed
cargo.

(Russia’s airlift ﬂeet .might also be
stramcd should Moscow decide to in-
tervene in the Gulf, but its forces are
far closer. 1t is roughly 1,500 miles
from Moscow to the Gulf oil fields,
but 6,500 or more miles:by the shortest
route from the United States.)

Congressional sources ask: “Can the
Air Force manage that tempo ‘of op-
erations?” and, “Is it good strategy?”
They also express concern over a huge
USAF funding hump and strain on the
military industrial base if the Reagan
Administration pursues three major,
concurrent new Air Force programs at
once: the M-X missile; 2 new bomber
in the LRCA (Long-Range Combat
Aircraft); and C-X. R B¢ |
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US Sealift:

Dwindling Resources vs. Rising Need?

by Deborah M. Kyle

IN MID-MARCH,
CNO Admiral Thom-
as B. Hayward
warned members of
the House Armed
Services’ Procure-
ment and Nuclear
Systems Subcommit-
tee that, ‘“Without
adequate and reliable
sealift, literally none
of our military plans
is executable.” Hay-
ward went on to tell
the Subcommittee
that sealift initiatives
in the Reagan defense
budget addressed a
“serious shortfall in
US strategic mobil-
ity.” But the initia-
tives the CNO re-
ferred to only begin to
meet today’s US
sealift needs.

shipping, the National
Defense Reserve
Fleet and its quickly
deployable Ready Re-
serve Force, as well as
the Sealift Readiness
Program and Volun-
tary Tanker Agree-
ment. However, the
total number of ships
available to carry on
emergency sealift op-
erations is low, and
the Maritime Admin-
istration projects that

at the present operat-
ing tempo, nearly “the
entire American fleet
is needed to meet mili-
tary needs in major
coniventional war.”
Today’s Merchant
Marine is much small-
er than it was during
WWII, with more
than 95% of the US

According to a re-
port recently pub-
lished by the Military
Sealift Command
(MSC), the Navy-
sponsored manage-
rent agency charged
with assuring ade-
quate military war-
time sealift, MSC
cannot be expected to
“meet wartime needs
for sealift simply be-
cause it provides
worldwide and effi-
cient peacetime ocean
transportation for
military service.”

Today, MSC esti-
mates that 95% or
more of the supplies
needed to sustain US

international trade
conducted by US-
owned vessels operat-
ing under foreign
flags. (History shows
that traditionally, the
Merchant Marine is
built up when national
security is threatened,
and declines in peri-
ods between major
conflicts.)
The number of pri-
" vately-owned US mer-
chant vessels dropped
by one, from 725 to
724 between January,
1980 and January,
1981. However, carry-
ing capacity increased
by one million dead

(US Navy Photo.)

troops deployed under
emergency conditions would be transported by sea under MSC
command authority.

Vice Admiral Kent J. Carroll, Director of Logistics for
the Joint Chiefs of Staff, told the House Armed Services
Committee in March that, “Given that one dry cargo ship
can deliver the equivalent tonnage of two and one-half days
of airlift, when the first 10 ships arrive in the Persian Gulf,
they deliver tonnage approximately equivalent to a full month
of airlift.” The actual projected sealift requirements are clas-
sified, but by MSC and Maritime Administration accounts,
adequate resources to provide emergency sealift do not exist.

Established in 1949, MSC is authorized to augment its
control fleet from the US Merchant Marine, foreign flag

armed forces JOURNAL international/May 1981

weight tons, indicat-
ing that today’s ships are larger. But while one ship may
carry more cargo, in emergency military sealift operations,

" destruction of that ship would result in the loss of greater

quantities of military cargo. And, MSC notes, “Wartime losses
would quickly and probably dramatically reduce the Merchant
Marine’s capability to support military services.”

Although US-owned vessels are subject to US military emer-
gency requisitioning codes, whether or not foreign nations
would make those ships available to the US in a crisis situation
is an unknown variable in defense sealift planning. While
the US is presently on good terms with most nations under
whose flags US-owned commercial ships sail, the fact that
US sealift strength remains dependent on fragile diplomatic
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relations stresses US defense capabilities.
Sealift at the Mercy of Diplomatic Ties?

According to MSC, in 1950 more than
42% of all US trade was carried by the
US flag fleet. A decade later, the US
merchant fleet’s share of US trade had
dropped to 31% and in 1980, less than
5% of US trade was carried by ships flying
US colors. -

Thus, the US has become a nation de-
pendent on “foreign” sealift which presents
a strategic nightmare should foreign or
US-owned ships flying under foreign flags
carrying precious US materials be needed
elsewhere. Less than 1% of the strategic
mineral and dry bulk items needed to main-
tain the US economy and sustain military
Service needs are now delivered in US
flag ships. And, US energy imports are
just as dependent on foreign transport—
only 3% of US oil imports are now carried
to US refineries on US flag tankers.

Hayward charged in March that like
military sealift, the Merchant Marine has
been a victim of “protracted neglect.”
And, he cautioned, “Its health and vitality
should be of keen concern to anyone in-
terested in the state of our national defense.

“I strongly support the revitalization and
expansion of the US flag fleet.”

JP83M00210R000300050004-5

CREWMEN OF THE USS TALUGA conduct the un-
derway replenishment of an attack aircraft carrier. Ac-
cording to the Military Sealift Command, US naval forces
often use commercial tankers for non-emergency refueling,
most recently for sustained naval operations in the Persian
Gulf. Below, the Wilmington Getty, one of the commercial

tankers available for military use.

(US Navy Photos.)

Despite Hayward’s support, one Mar-
itime Administration spokesman told AFJ
that government subsidies used to promote
private shipping construction in line with
military needs have fallen victim to OMB’s
recent massive, government-wide subsidy
cutbacks. When asked what the Maritime
Administration has done to fight those
cuts, the official noted that nothing had
been done because the Maritime Admin-
istration had no point of contact to appeal
to—the Reagan Administration had not
appointed the person responsible for such
appeals. So by April, 1981, the Maritime
Administration had spent its FY81 con-
struction subsidy limit—3$1-million; 50%
below its usual yearly budget.

' Soviet Build-Up
While US sealift capability has been

MMINGToN Geryy

eroding, the Soviets have been consistently
developing a merchant fleet with dual mili-
tary capability.

According to Hayward, “The Russians
added approximately 30 modern units to
their merchant marine—a highly milita-
rized auxiliary of the Navy, whose ships
are carefully designed for ready conversion
to military roles in war, and are largely
manned by naval reservists in peace to
facilitate rapid transition to Navy control.” *
All totaled, MSC estimates that the Rus-
sians have 2,475 merchant ships in their
inventory while the US count is 879 (in-
cluding government- and privately-owned
commercial vessels). However, the Mar-
itime Administration notes that 46 US
merchant ships are presently under con-
struction, and five additional vessels are

RECENT PLANS HAVE BEEN MADE for conversion of container ships to roll-on/roll-off configurations (Ro-Ros) more compatible
with military needs. The Military Sealift Command procured two modern Ro-Ros in FY80 for near-term prepositioning assignments in

the Middle East.

(Military Sealift Command Photo.)
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undergoing conversion in 1981.
US Sealift Resources

Of the 724 ships in the US Merchant
Marine inventory, only 579 are ocean-go-
ing ships available for sealift operations.
Among these are jumbo tankers and non-
self-sustaining container ships which are
of limited military use.

To augment its nucleus fleet in emer-
gency situations, MSC has several options:
« National Defense Reserve Fleet (NDRF)
—-In January, NDRF consisted of 321
ships including 163 merchant types—26
of which comprise the Ready Reserve
Force (RRF).

The RRF, maintained by the Maritime
Administration and designed to provide
immediate surge capability, can be oper-
ational in a 5-10 day time frame while
the remaining 137 vessels have a projected
readiness schedule of 45 to 60 days from
date of requisitioning. But MSC admits
“that 60-day estimate is rosy.” Given de-
lays in yard availability, spare parts, etc.,
MSC projects that it might *‘require
months” to activate some of the ships,
and that the “bulk of these 137 are of
WWII vintage and rapidly becoming ob-
solete.”

» Sealift Readiness Program (SRP)—Pri-
vately-owned merchant vessels are com-
mitted to the SRP under the Maritime
Administration which in turn authorizes
ships for DoD use. Presently, 207 ships
are available for MSC to provide sealift
in a non-mobilization situation. However,
according to MSC, problems arise because
the Maritime Administration recommen-
dations for SRP implementation are based
on the economic impact of DoD’s carrier
call-up, as well as on international trade
and national security demands, and not
strictly defense needs.

* Voluntary Tanker "Agreement—spon-
sored by the Maritime Administration, this
program makes privately-owned tankers
available on a voluntary basis for DoD
emergency use.

« NATO Allied Commitments—NATO al-
lies pool a portion of their merchant fleet
for use by any ally in a NATO war. Ap-
proximately 400-600 NATO merchant
ships would be made available for sealift
support. But US interests/needs would be
in competition with those of other NATO
allies.

Whether DoD’s emergency needs can
be met today is a question of speculation.
But, MSC projects that, “In a NATO
war, with NATO ships available, the an-
swer is probably yes.” Concerning other
scenarios, MSC is noncommittal because
the assessment of adequate sealift need
changes depending upon the scenario. Var-
iables including the extent of sealift need,
how quickly forces and supplies need to
be moved, and port conditions and avail-
ability would also affect the assessment.
A recent Congressionally-directed study of
military rapid deployment needs clearly
indicated for a Persian Gulf contingency;

THE PHOTOS TO THE
RIGHT AND BELOW are of
the Lighter Aboard Ship or
LASH 20-foot barge, which
loads vertically using an elevator
to bring equipment up to ship
level where it is then loaded from
the rear and slid forward on deck.

(US Navy Photo.)
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the: nation will need far more sealift and
airlift than it has (See accompanying ar-
ticle).

But in concluding its evaluation of US
sealift adequacy, MSC urges the estab-

lishment of a cohesive and coherent na-
tional maritime policy—what it calls “the
type of policy which has been lacking
throughout the history of the USA.” @ ®

SIMILAR TO THE LASH is the Seabee, pictured below. A 40-foot barge, the Seabee
loads equipment via a horizontal lift, then moves it from the ship’s rear to front, similar

to the LASH operation.

(Military Sealift Command Photo.)
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Where Russia’s “Civil” Airline Goes, Sinister Things Happen—
Spying, Air Sweeps, Planting Enemy Agents, and a Slew of Other
Covert Activities—and They’re Applying for More and More Routes in the US.

Aerojlor

by Ralph Ostrich

THE SOVIET CIVIL AIR TRANSPORT SYSTEM (Acroflot)
and its physical resources are increasingly being used to im-
plement Soviet political and military objectives worldwide.
As an integral component of the Soviet military airlift ca-
pability, Aeroflot is a significant key to rapid Soviet power
projection. Russia’s military airlift fleet can move two airborne
divisions simultaneously. If Aeroflot were to mobilize the most
appropriate 1,000 planes in its 1,650-plane fleet, the major
combat elements of a third Soviet airborne division could
be simultaneously lifted.

Despite some limitations in Aeroflot’s military capabilities,
it is clear that Aeroflot has already played a major role in
Soviet military and political initiatives, from the Czechoslo-
vakian invasion in 1968, to the most recent intervention in
Afghanistan (April, 1980 AFJ). Thus, there is great concern
in the West over the possible use of Aeroflot in a Persian
Gulf contingency.

Because Aeroflot is an intrinsic part of the Soviet gov-
ernment, much of the operational revenue, traffic, and financial
data normally available from other international carriers is
not attainable from Aeroflot. Nevertheless, information from
various sources is available which permits a limited degree
of knowledge about the civilian and military aspects of

38

Aceroflot’s activities, organization, and capabilities.

The Soviets have, and will most likely ‘continue to utilize,
the Aeroflot assets for the following direct military and military-
associated purposes:

 Trooplift adjunct to the Soviet Air Transport Command
(VTA);

» Intelligence gathering, communications monitoring, aerial
surveying, and route development activities useful for future
military operations;

» Transporting clandestine agents for surreptitious oper-
ations; transporting undercover military personnel for pre-
hostility operations (e.g., seizure of airport prior to landings
by regular forces); and

« Political “show the flag” means of power projection—mak-
ing an impression on lesser developed countries of the high
state of Soviet technology and advancement, as equivalent
to the West.

These four categories of experienced- political and military
usage of Aeroflot represent a potential threat to US military,
economic, and foreign policy interests.

Military Air Transport Dressed in Civilian Finery?

Acroflot is the world’s largest airline in terms of seheduled
route mileage and passengers carried. The most recent sta-
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Ralph Ostrich is a senior strategic and
political analyst with the BDM Cor-
poration. He has completed his doc-
toral work in Russian and East Eu-
ropean history, also holds a master’s s PEACETIME FLOW OF AUTHORITY
degree in psychology, and has authored
numerous classified studies for the De-
fense Department on strategic issues,
the Middle East, and the Soviet Unijon.
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straight
to the point...

The rapid deployment of armour could be the difference between the success or
failure of your mission.

Scorpion provides what you want, where you want it, when you need it.

® Straight to the point — by helicopter.
Straight to the point — by parachute.
Straight to the point — two vehicles aboard C130 Hercules.
Survivability enhanced by a low profile and small thermal target.

Light, fast, amphibious, mobile on any terrain under the severest
weather conditions.

® Running costs comparable to similar class wheeled AFVs.

Out of Scorpion's basic concept a whole range of vehicles has been created to suit
any specific requirement — command, support, reconnaissance, casualty
evacuation, anti-tank, anti-aircraft, anti-personnel, internal security; other variants
can be made to meet other user requirements.

Logistics are simplified: the Scorpuon range of vehicles uses common engines
(gasoline or diesel), transmission and suspension.

Airportability is a feature of all variants in the Scorpion range.
Scorpion is proven in service in many parts of the world.

Range includes:
SPARTAN - armoured personnel carrier;
STRIKER — armoured guided weapon carrier;
SULTAN - armoured command vehicle;
SAMARITAN — armoured ambulance;
SAMSON - armoured recovery vehicle;
SCIMITAR — armoured 30mm gun, anti-APC vehicle.

Alvis Ltd.,
Coventry, England.
Telephone {0203) 595501
i/ Telex 31459
‘Telegrams ALVIS Coventry.
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Date
“ First

Flight

1953 . 40
1955
1957
1957
1959
1960
1960
1963
1964
1965
1966
1968
1969
1969
1971
1973
1974
1976
1977

A/C

IL-14*
TU-104
IL-18
TU-114
AN-12*
AN-24*
TU-124*
IL-62*
TU-134*
AN-22*
YAK-40
TU-154
1-410
TU-144
IL-76*
AN-30
AN-28
YAK-42 -
JL-86

Totals

Troop Carrying
o Capacity
* Regular

Table Two

Aeroflot Inventory of Operational Aircraft

Data Sources: 1977

Additional Non-VTA

Reserve Capacity Payload Maxlmnm Cruising
Total No.

Total Troop

Capacity

Paratroop  Regular  Paratroop
24 3,180 2,544

No.
Passen

100
122

220

12,012
7,400
3,360
18,042
7

12,400
27

E7)

19

140

290

120
350

Cargo Only
Cargo Only

Cargo Only

Cargo Only
‘Photography and Mapping Only
15

Maximauit Maximum

Range Payload Speed
Passen _(Miles) __Q-l- (MI/HR)

288 4 186
1,300 13 560
1.990 15 419
3,850 33 478
730 22 373
340 60 280
760 65 540
4160 26 550
1,490 85 540
3,100 88 460
1,240 3 342
1,490 85 540
124 2 236
4,040 : 1,550
2,700 40 523
1,616 ] 323
30 560 16 208
480 .18 15 497

1,460 22 575

g

¥
§

16,100
65,016
6,820

13,104

2,645
13,104
266
‘1,820

R

* Designated :VTA Reserve Fleet

tistics (1978) are impressive: Aeroflot car-
ried over 100 million passengers and over
~ 2.5 million metric tons of freight to some

3,500 Soviet cities and 70 foreign coun-
tries. Though these statistics indicate Aer-
oflot to be among the leaders in world
civil aviation (15% of all passengers car-
ried worldwide by all of the globe’s sched-
uled airlines and 40% as many as all US
airlines combined), roughly half as many
passengers as were flown by all US airlines
in 1973), the opposite is true when pas-
senger and freight revenues are reconciled
against specific routes and destinations.
What then emerges is an international car-
rier with an excess of unprofitable routes,
and aircraft flying them which are mar-
ginally cost-effective.

This should not be surprising, for Aero-
flot is essentially a military air transport
adjunct dressed in respectable civil air
finery. The clue to Aeroflot’s military link-
age is found in its administrative leadership
and materiel assets.

Acroflot is administered by the All-
Union Ministry of Civil Aviation. (Prior

to 1948, Aeroflot was controlled directly.

by a civil air division within the Ministry
of Defense.) But even since coming under
the Civil Air Ministry, Aeroflot continues
to be under the leadership of former (and
active) high-ranking officers of the Soviet
Air Force. Since the 1950s, Aeroflot has
been headed by the Soviet Air Force Mar-
shal of Aviation—currently, Marshal B.
P. Bugaev. Most Aeroflot personnel, who
number between 400-500,000, are either

42

currently in the reserves or had former
military status through all ranks. This is
especially true in functions dealing with
management and operations, which ex-
plains the close similarity of ground and
flight procedures between Aeroflot and
VTA. (Many VTA. aircraft are marked
in Aeroflot colors.)

The organizational structure of Aeroflot
very closely resembles the VTA, and even
includes a military-equivalent rank struc-
ture. (Maintenance personnel and shop
foremen wear some identity of rank, for
instance.) The administrative apparatus
contains, as do all Soviet organs of gov-
ernment, political and KGB elements to
ensure conformity, political reliability, and
security.

As is customary in the Soviet scheme
of things, Aeroflot is very secretive about
the number of pilots, navigators, and other
key personnel having equivalent military
expertise. (James R. Reitz, in a 1974 study
published in East Europe magazine on
the military uses of Aeroflot, estimated
Aeroflot’s pilot strength at between 20-
25,000, most of whom would be readily
available for military transport missions.)

The relationship of the Ministry of Civil
Aviation (MCA) to the VTA is shown
in Table One. In peacetime, the MCA
receives its directions from the Council
of Ministers of the Supreme Soviet. How-
ever, in extreme emergencies or war sit-
uations, the MCA is subordinated to the
specially designated Defense Council
which in turn reports to the Supreme So-

viet through the Council of Ministers. It
is through the Defense Council that the
VTA utilizes the personnel and materiel
assets of Aeroflot.

The military exerts its influence from
another significant direction—the design
and construction of all Aeroflot aircraft.
For example, Aeroflot has a reported 100
IL-76 transports under construction and
to be in service by mid-1982, as many
as VTA had operational in mid-1980 (July
AFJ). Those planes, considered by many
to be Russia’s in-service counterpart of
USAF’s hoped-for C-X, would increase
Acroflot’s long-range troop-carrying capa-
bility by 45% and its cargo capacity by
over 50%. Although Aeroflot maintains its
own operational and flight testing estab-
lishments, it does not operate aircraft or
engine design bureaus. The responsibility
for both military and civil aircraft and
engine designs belongs to the Ministry of
Aircraft Production, an agency closely tied
to the Ministry of Defense.

From the logic of technology and eco-
nomic requirements for domestic and in-
ternational passenger and cargo transport,
it would make better sense for Aecroflot
to purchase superior performance aircraft
from the commercial markets of the West.
However, the overriding military require-
ments for a continually utilized, readily
available reserve military transport fleet
results in Aeroflot’s use of aircraft which
are far from-optimal for the commercial
roles they perform.

Because Soviet centralized economic
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More Bang for a Buck... that’s the promise of the S-3A
Viking airframe and powerplant. That airframe/
powerplant is shaping up as an aerial do-it-all, ideal
for four other carrier-based missions: as a tanker
able to transfer more fuel to tHirsty fighters than any
other aircraft; as an EW or air defense aircraft able
to stay on station at long radius much longer than
any other carrier aircraft. |

One solitary US-3A has already proved its merit as
a COD aircraft, shuttling betwéen Diego Garcia and
Camel Station. With its aft fuselage enlarged, it

n o

would be the only carrier aircraft able to meet all of the
Navy’s requirements.

One aircraft, five missions. The system component
commonality of the ASW-COD-tanker-EW-air defense
aircraft would range up to 92%. For people who
watch budgets, that means huge savings in spares,
maintenance costs and the more productive
use of scarce personnel. One aircraft, five missions.
That translates into getting more bang for a buck
in a time when the bucks must go further
and further.

<= rlockheed

Our employment line is always open: call toll-free (800) 421-9533. In California, (800) 252-7525.
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and production planning authorizes the
military to take the lead in aircraft design
and engineering decision-making, with in-
put from the civil aviation side considered
as less important, the resultant aircraft
represents a hybrid with generally more
limited applications for civil use. This is
evidenced by the fact that earlier models
of Aeroflot aircraft were modified medium
and long-range bombers with minor
allowances made for conveniences ex-
pected in civil aircraft. More importantly,
however, most Aeroflot aircraft consume
more fuel than equivalent commercially-
designed aircraft. Furthermore, rates of
maintenance, downtimes for engine over-
haul, air frame and higher echelon main-
tenance are higher than those for com-
mercial aircraft. From the standpoint of

revenue/payload economics, Aeroflot air-
craft have limited carrying capacities for
the long-range time/distance parameters
which their routes require.

Notwithstanding its shortcomings, Aero-
flot is a formidable national asset which
the Soviet government has made effective
political and military use of, as in
Czeckoslovakia in 1968 and Afghanistan
in 1979.

The Aeroflot aircraft inventory and re-
lated performance characteristics are
shown in Table Two. Several significant
facts emerge from this data. Foremost is
the limited range and payload of its air-
craft for long-range service to Africa and
the western hemisphere; only the 18-year-
old 1L-62 exceeds the 4,000-mile range
with a maximum payload of 26 metric

tons. This limitation is more apparent when
compared to the longer range/ greater pay-
load capabilities of the Boeing 747 (80
metric tons carried 6,620 statute miles);
Boeing 707-320 (26mt/6,240nm); Douglas
DC-10 (50mt/4,272nm); Lockheed 1011
(43mt/4,467nm); and the British Aircraft
BAC VC-10 (25mt/4,720nm). Second, it
should be noted that the greater portion
of the Aeroflot fleet consists of aircraft
over 12 years old, with the average aircraft
age approaching 20 years.

Nevertheless, when these assets are con-
sidered in terms of their troop carrying -
capabilities, the threat potential is better -
realized. The six Aeroflot passenger air-
craft types designated as VTA reserves
in Table Two have a total lift capacity
of over 56,000 troops—equivalent to the

REGION

Table Three

International Route Expansion of Aeroflot

REVOLUTIONS, VIOLENCE;
MILITARY COUPS; INSTABILITY

NON-COMMUNIST
CLIENT STATES

MARXIST/COMMUNIST
GOVERNMENTS

&
V\)

,"‘
R
¢ A3
SRR
&

MID-EAST

SO./E. ASIA

NO./SUB-SAHARA
AFRICA

NO./80. AMER.

YEAR OF
AGREEMENT
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manpower of at least four Soviet motorized
rifle divisions and additional support
troops. Looking at the airlift capacity in
a more probable situation, where only half
the aircraft would be available, a realistic
airlift of an equivalent two divisions is
thus achieved.

Aeroflot’s IL-14 and AN-12 axrcraft also
provnde the VTA with the capability of
carrying the equivalent of more than a
division of paratroops (these planes are
specially designed for paratroop drops).
Acroflot’s 100 new IL-76s will dramati-
cally increase that capability. The remain-
ing 11 types of non-VTA reserve Aeroflot
planes (shown without asterisks in Table
Two) represent a backup pool which, if
time is not critical, can be mobilized to
carry an additional 120,000 personnel. If
only 25% of these aircraft were available,
an additional equivalent of two divisions

could be readily transported over compara-
tively shorter distances than the VTA -re-
serve aircraft.

Because of their shorter ranges,‘ most
Aeroflot aircraft would require additional
refueling for operations in southern Africa,
southeastern Asia, and the Western Hemi-
sphere. In view of the fact that Aeroflot
has already established terminals through-
out northern and sub-Saharan Africa and
Cuba, access to distant portions of Africa
and Latin America should not prove too
difficult a logistical problem. Perhaps the
most serious constraint to long distance
troop transport is the requirement for fre-
quent crew changes, thus taxing the supply
of trained crew personnel.

Evolution as an International Force

From its inception following the Great
Civil War in 1922, Aeroflot has been ba-
sically a domestic airline serving the needs
of the various Soviet governmental agen-
cies rather than the needs of the public,
or for financial return. During World War
11, Aeroflot was incorporated into the air
force where it served with great distinction,
performing tactical and transport missions
and sustaining losses due to enemy action.
Following World War 1[I, Aeroflot ex-
tended its service to Eastern Europe, a
move designed to affirm its political and
economic control of that region.

It was not until after Stalin’s death in
1953 that his successors felt secure enough
to extend Aeroflot service beyond Eastern
Europe with the realization that the Soviet
Union would be opened to foreign non-
Communist carriers. In light of the desire
to extend Aeroflot routes beyond the!Com-
munist realm, the political advantages of
this policy were not lost to the government
leadership. In 1958, Pavel Zhigatev, then
Minister of Civil Aviation, noted, “Aero-
flot’s equipment and route expansion pro-
gram . ..is new and convincing evidence
that the Communist Party and the Soviet
government, true to their principles of
peaceful coexistence among states with dif-
ferent political systems, are devoting an
enormous amount of attention to the con-
struction of aircraft for peaceful purposes,

1956

1958

1960

1961

Date Introd.
Aeroflot Sve.

" Table Four

Introduction of Aeroflot Service
and Related Critical Events

Country

Afghanistan

Egypt

India

Cuba

Indonesia

Critical Event

1956--Daoud receives military aid from
Soviets; Army turns pro-Soviet

1957—Suez Crisis; 1958 —Soviet rear-
mament program; introduction of Soviet
advisers; by 1960s, attains status of cli-
ent state

Late’50s/Early *60s—Under F.M,
Krisha Menon, assumes increasing anti-
US and anti-PRC policies; total support
of Soviet Unionin UN

August, 1962—Soviet-Indian Treaty to
permit India to build Soviet military air-
craft

October, 1962-—Soviet Union supports
India in border war with China
1965—Soviets mediate Indo-Pakistan
War at Tashkent; Soviets generally
back Indian claims; India now a Soviet
client

January, 1959—Castro’s revolutionar-
ies overthrow Batista regime

July, 1959-—Castro manifests pro-Com-
munist domestic policy

February, 1960—Cuban-Soviet aid
agreement; July, 1960—Khrushchey
warns US not to interfere militarily in
Cuba

October, 1960—US charges Cuba with
receiving Soviet arms

January, 1961 —US severs diplomatic
relations; April, 1961—Bay of Pigs
December, 1961—Castro proclaims
himself a Marxist and will bring Com-
munism to Cuba

September-October, 1962—The intro-
duction of Soviet missiles /Cuban missile
crisis

Early '60s-—Sukharno increasingly as-
sumes pro-Soviet policy; intensifies
campaign of subversion and terrorism
against Malaysia; supports Malaysian
Communist insurgents

1965 Indonesia hosts Second Bandung
Conference, although “nonaligned” is
pro-Soviet and anti-US and Chinese

Remarks*
F

F(3)

5

FG3)
m

P(2)

C/F(3)

4)

&)
(6)

F/C
(h
)
6

{continued)

(2

(3
4)

{5}
(6)

tCritical Event Occurrence: P—Prior to Aeroflot Service

C-Concurrent with Aeroflot Service
F—Following Aeroflot Service

Type of Critical Event:
(1) Soviet: “Show the Flag:” political symbolism; prestige; power projection; presence/ visibil-

ity; operations center {(civil aircraft)
In-country: revolution; coup; guerrilla/insurgency; violence; intense political instability /

conditiens of “near anarchy”

Soviet: Military assistance (grants/purchase)—direct or indirect, overt/covert, to include
materiel /personnel; military aid missions; surrogate forces; military production rights
Soviet: Economic aid; trade agreement; technical assistance programs; developmental pro-
grams -
In-country base agreement; usage of facilities; establishment of monitoring facilities
In-country support of external insurgency /subversion and terrorism
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1962 . .

Iraq

July, 1958—Overthrow of monarchy;

. ..establishment of radical revolutionary
- republic; Iraq withdraws from CENTO

1959~ Establishment of economic/mil-
itary aid programs with Soviet Union
March, 1961-—Outbreak of Kurdish re-
bellion; Soviets send arms to aid Iragis

a cagainst Kurds
‘ 1963-1968—Army seizes power' sup-

pression-of Communists but Soviet mili--

.- tary aid continues

" 1960-1961—Active in supporting black

“liberation” movements throughout Af-
rica
1964-1965—Actively assisted rebels in

. Zaireagainst Mobuta’s central govern-

ment

: ‘Late *60s—increasing leftist agltatlon

leading:to coup of 1971

1956~quiets begin massive arms ship-

. IMents

1956-1962—Continued political insta-
bility, coups/countercoups
1963—Formation of Ba’athist Revolu-
tionary Socialist regime—increased So-
viet presence and military assistance
1963-1969—Soviets furnish Syria with

= - $235-million of military equipment
- 1967--Soviets help instigate Arab-Is~
raell Slx-Day War

L \Early ’60s—~Nkrumah becomes increas-
" ingly pro-Soviet; Soviets give $10-50-
oo million:in‘military assistance; Soviet
- economic and military advisers in large

numbers Nkrumah sends Presidential

e Guard Regnment to tram in Soviet Union

shan Alrways

1959——-Sov1et military assistance pro--

gram begun, followed by a military mis-

. sion m l960-status as Soviet cllent
state’
* 1962~-Soviets provnde fighter aircraft
. -and PT boats; Cuba sends economic and
~‘military aid mission :
o+ During the *60s, Guinea served as base -
* . forinsurgency against pro-Western gov-
-ernments-of Ivory Coast, Upper Volta,

“entral:African Repubhc, Cameroon,
Dahomey;.and Senegal :

.- Guinea hasbeen a trans-shipment point

for Soviet arms to insurgent groups in

- West Africa
“Conakry is utilized by Soviet Civil and
- Military aircraft as intermediary stop to

Western hemisphere and southern

. Africa -

" '1965-—Military coup by leftist junior
-+ - officers establishes leftist government,
o ‘butnot pro-Soviet or client state status’

~.. Mid-"60s to 1971—Mali'receives over
" $20-million in military equipment, in-

cluding MiG-17 aircraft, T-54/55

‘. tanks; APCs; Mali military personnel
. trainin USSR and Soviet military advi- '
. sory groups established in Mali (continued on p. 48)

P@3)

@ |

F(6)

C/FQ3)
@

CP/C)

@

for expanding our economic and cultural
ties with all states and peoples.”

Beginning in 1955, Aeroflot began cau-
tiously to expand into such “safe” places
as Austria and the Scandinavian countries
before heading into the rest of Western
Eurepe and beyond.

Aeroflot’s expansion worldwide is illus-
trated chronologically in Table Three. Im-
mediately apparent is Aeroflot’s entrance
into various regions by stages beyond Eu-
rope, first into South Asia, and then into
the Middle East, the remainder of Asia,
Africa, and lastly North and South Amer-
ica. The singularly most important fact
of Aeroflot’s expansion into 70 countries
is this: 28 of them (40%) became Marxist
or Soviet client states immediately prior
to or following the introduction of Aeroflot
service. More impressive is the fact that
if the countries of Western Europe, the
United States, and Canada are not in-
cluded, then the Marxist/client state total
increases to over 50% of all the countries
served. Half of them became Marxist or
Soviet client states just before Aeroflot
introduced service, half did so just after
Aceroflot began operations there.

Table Four analyzes 101 critical his-
torical events in 47 countries preceding,
concurrent with, and following the intro-
duction of Aeroflot service. The most sig-
nificant results of the analysis of 101 criti-
cal events are as follows: (1) Soviet military
assistance (human and materiel) follows
the introduction of Aeroflot service (Criti-
cal Incident 3); (2) the support of terrorism
and insurgency in countries adjacent to
the country served by Aeroflot (Critical
Incident 6); (3) the introduction of Aero-
flot service immediately prior to, or con-
current with, political instability or Com-
munist takeover (Critical Incident 6)—this
has occurred especially in cases of Soviet
support of insurgencies and terrorism in
Africa and the Middle East; and (4) the
large number of countries served by Aero-
flot motivated by prestige and political/
“show the flag” to counter influence of
the West and the People’s Republic of
China (Critical Incident 1) and prestige
flights to London, Tokyo, and Washington,
for example.

It is thus reasonable to surmise that
very little of Aeroflot’s route structure
could be rationalized on the basis of eco-
nomic and commercial gain. Rather, the
data relating to “‘critical events” in 47
of 70 countries served by Aeroflot suggest
other than economic and commercial in-
terests as the primary purpose for the ini-
tiation of that service.

Underlying these six observable motives
and consequences following Aeroflot’s
route expansion are such less apparent,
but ulterior, reasons as developing an in-
frastructure for political/ideological sub-
version, propaganda dissemination, and in-
telligence gathering.

The Aeroflot Route Network

First and foremost, the Aeroflot route

network cannot be justified on the basis
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. ;. . the nemesis of today’s and tomorrow’s submarines...it's the
“Great Equalizer”. And EDO’s 780 Series, a modular sonar system
g with'extraordinary capabilities, is fast-becoming
. a standard for navies around the world.
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SriLanka

T T Party under Mirs, Bandaranaike takes

‘ power—increased leftward shift of do-
" mestic and foreign policy, though pro-

Sovnets agree tosell Paknstan
military trucks, helicopters, MiG inter-
ceptor aircraft and IL-28 bombers—

sales are an attempt to replace US
sition Pakistan and to counter PRC
mﬂnence in Pakxstan T

l_tho oh professed nanaiigned, Somalia
through the *60s becomes increasingly
fical due in large part toits disputes
th then pro-Western Ethopiaand
énya-=Soviets tacitly support Somalia
9—-Left:st Coup-Siad Bekre seizes

o power-—-»mms to Soviet Union for mili-
" tary and economic assistance—Soviets

“1. indicate interest in military base at

o Berbera

‘1963-—Sov;ets grant loan of $100-mil-

tion for arms purchase; by 1971, this to-
tal reaches $300-million

.- Since 1964, over 3,000 Algerian military
officers have trained in USSR; over
1,000 Soviet military adwsors in Algeria

fafter 1964 -

1964/ 65*Algena supports rebel move-

ments in Zaire—intelligence reports
state Aeroflot used to transport Soviet
arms to Algeria for Congolese rebels

‘During mid-"60s Soviets are in heavy

competition with PRC for influence in

. Algeria—introduction of Aeroflot ser-
viceas key element in maintaining visi-

bnlxty, presence and prestige, ospecw!ly
inview of Chou En-lai’s visit in 1964

Y December, l963=—Fightmg breaks out
. -between Greeks and Turks -
" 1964—-Soviets support position of Arch-

bishop Makarios against Turks; Soviets

supply Greek Cypriots witharms di-
Ey rectly and through Egypt

R 1964/ 65--Mutually beneficial trade re-

. Iations established with Soviet Union

' '1965-—The Shah visits Moscow; era of
‘good relations. Even though Iran was de-
cidedly pro-Western, dunng *60s Soviets.

tinually atiempted to gain some de-

.gree of presence and influence in Iran

s Durmg early *60s—increased Soviet
" support.of General Ne Win’s radical/
- leftist Burma Socialist Program Party
2 (BSPP)—several Communist coups at-

tempted, biit failed

< Mid-*60s—Civil war between Sovzet- -
o supported insurgents (“Red Flag”) and
“. " PRC-supported insurgents (“White
R Flng9’)

’1960-Left|st Sl'l Lanka Freedom

of financial gain or potential commercial
enterprise. Above all else, Aeroflot, like
all other organs of the Soviet government,
exists for the sole purpose of carrying out
whatever policy objective the Kremlin
leadership determines. For its part, the
Muinistry of Civil Aviation is primarily con-
cerned with the implementation of higher
policy and the day-to-day operational as-
pects of Aeroflot. It is highly likely, as
in other matters, that the route expansion
policy for Aeroflot is being determined
by the Presidium of the Supreme Soviet
Union and executed by its executive arm,
the Council of Ministers (Table One).

The objectives of Soviet foreign policy
exert the greatest influence in the direction
and timing of the development of the
Aeroflot route network. For this reason,
if for none other, most Aeroflot routes
are economically infeasible, and would be
abandoned by profit-motivated commer-
cial air couriers (as indeed they have been).

The most profitable portion of Aeroflot’s
service (in terms of percentage of filled
available seats) outside the Soviet Union
is Eastern Europe. This is not surprising
in view of Aeroflot’s virtual monopoly on
flights to the Soviet Union through various
incentives to tourist groups and the party
faithful. It is an absolute political necessity
that the Aeroflot presence in Eastern Eu-
rope be omnipresent as a reminder of Rus-
sia’s distant controlling authority.

Acroflot service to Western Europe, Ja-
pan, and North America at best can be
considered a financially marginal oper-
ation, but essential as a matter of prestige
and manifestation as a “world aviation
power.” It is Aeroflot’s operations and
route selection in the Third World and
developing nations which are driven by
opportunism and strategic factors which
override considerations of financial gain
or loss. It is a common sight to see Aeroflot
aircraft in many African cities empty ex-
cept for debarking/embarking Soviet dip-
lomatic and other government personnel.

Excluding the cities of Soviet-controlled
Eastern Europe and Yugoslavia, Aeroflot
flies to 84 other worldwide destinations,
divided into nine geographically oriented
“services.” These “services” include (fig-
ure/in parentheses indicates number of
scheduled stops outside Soviet Union for
each “service”): Transatlantic (7); Tokyo
(2); Scandinavia (5); Western Europe (17);
Southeast Asia (18); Northern Asia (3);
Middle East (7); Northwest Africa (20);
and East and Central Africa (10). Aeroflot,
in addition, maintains a cargo flight service
which serves four cities outside the Soviet
Union and Eastern Europe.

Further analysis of the route structure
outside the Soviet Union and Eastern Eu-
rope shows that nearly 200 weekly round
trips are made to the above-mentioned 84
cities. Although it would be expected that
London and Paris would receive frequent
weekly Aeroflot flights, the high frequen-
cies of Havana, Bombay, Cairo, and Trip-
oli reflect the strategic and political im-
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portance of the regions encompassing these
cities, i.e., the Caribbean, the %ndian
Ocean, the central and eastern Mediter-
ranean Seas, and*their littorals. \

Moreover, the numerous weekly flights
into London, Paris, Frankfurt, Milan, (be-
sides 13 other Western European \cmes)
and Scandanavia, provide the Soviets ex-
tensive timely area coverage of vital re-
gions of the West.

This continuous information sour € pro-
vides Soviet authorities with the most cur-
rent and voluminous data source for criti-
cal intelligence information pertain‘ﬁng to
such factors as weather, shipping, air/
ground traffic flow, large-scale troop move-
ment, and observation and monitorkng of
certajn designated ground facilities;

Equally important to the Soviet ! infor-
mation gathering apparatus and longrrange
strategic planners are the 30 scheduled
weekly stops throughout the northern two-
thirds of the African continent. Practically
every important political center or stra-
tegically important region has been cov-
ered by Aecroflot’s “services” to Africa,
for the most part carried out in once a
week round trip flights. ]

The Soviet Union maintains its palitical

and strategic interests in Southeast and '

Northeastern Asia by weekly or Fw1cc-
weekly flights to Vientiane, Phnom |Penh,
Hanoi, Saigon, Ulan Bator, and Pyong-
yang, besides some intermediate stops in
neighboring countries where the Soviets
maintain an active political interest]

It is only in the western hemisphere
where the Aeroflot network could be con-
sidered “underdeveloped.” Though it is in
their strategic interests to expand in the
Caribbean and South America, the}y are
restricted to Havana, Mexico City, and
Lima. Likely shortterm targets for ex-
pansion are Managua, Panama City| Gra-
nada, and other politically opportune Ca-
ribbean countries. |

The only regions of the world Lienied
to Aeroflot are the larger portions of the
western hemisphere, Australia and! New
Zealand, and the great Pacific Ocean ba-
sin. Most conservative and politically an-
- tagonistic regimes of the western hemi-
sphere, including the United Statef and
Canada, have denied or severely restricted
Aeroflot service on the basis of miitrust,
political leverage, and pure financial
infeasibility. Australia and New Ze‘aland
have denied Aeroflot service simply be-
cause they have judged that there would
be insufficient passenger traffic on
Acroflot, and that Qantas and Air| New
Zzaland have no financial gain to l‘re re-
alized in service to Moscow.

It is acknowledged that various types
of intelligence and political activitigs are
conducted by other nations’ flag carriers
for their respective governments to [some
degree (including the United States), but
hardly at the degree and intensity of Aero—
flot and its surrogate airlines in Soviet
client states. Furthermore, even though
such activities are pursued by other fareign

1964
(continued)

1965

1966

1967

Congo
(Brazzaville)

Senegal

Tanzania

Lebanon

Japan

Canada

United
States

Turkey

North
Yemen

Cameroon

fessed nonaligned policy by government
1964—Premier Chou En-lai pays three-
day visit to gain support in border dis-
pute with India; Soviets counter with
anti-Chinese rhetoric

1963-1968— Pro-Marxist civilian gov-
ernment in power; Cubans serve as cadre
for training Presidential Guard and Peo-
ple’s Militia— this situation produced
conflict with the Army until it seized
power in 1968

After 1963, Congo has been a base for
Communist and radical subversion in
Zaire and southern Africa—arms very
likely brought in on Aeroflot aircraft

Soviet interest mainly in acquiring stra-
tegically located base at Dakar for
shorter route to Latin America

1965-1970—PRC heayily involved in
economic assistance and development of
railroad to Zambian copper mines
Soviets, during *60s, concerned about
PRC influence in Tanzania and East Af-
rica. Aeroflot base at Dar es Salaam im-
portant for political, intelligence, and
strategic purposes

1965—Intense anti-American and anti-
West German disorders due to FRG rec-
ognition of Israel

Late *60s—Beginning of Soviet arms
shipments to PLO, much of which was
used against Jordan, Israel, and Chris-
tians in civil war

Although no political /military conse-
quences, Aeroflot presence in Tokyo a
matter of high prestige and visibility
Soviets hope entre to Japan would pre-
sent them with market for IL-62 aircraft

Soviets hope that route to Montreal
would extend across Canada to give
them access to Trans-Pacific route

Aeroflot access to US highly presti-
gious; symbol of “detente™; hopeful of
extending to West Coast and Trans-Pa-
cific route.

1967 —Intense anti-American feelings,
riots over US opposition to Turkish oc-
cupation of portion of Cyprus—possible
Soviet attempt to exploit anti-Ameri-
canism

Late 1966 resumption of civil war with
Egypt (and Soviets) supporting rebels
and Saudi Arabia supporting govern-
ment/royalists

Soviet economic aid to North Yemen in-
cluding development of strategic port of
Nudaydeh

Mid *60s to 1970~ Communist backed
Union of Cameroon People’s (UCP) in-
surgency

(continued next page)
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1967 -
(continued)

%

1969

Nigeria :

South
Yemen

Jordan

Thailand

Bangladesh

VJuly,' 1967 to mid-1969—Nigerian civil

war; Soviets supply Nigerian govern-

" ment with aircraft and other arms:

against secessionist Biafra (Eastern Re-
gion);

Soviet Union and PRC in intense compe-
tition during *60s for influence

June, 1969—Extreme Marxist wing of
National Liberation Froit seizes power
in coup; internal conflict between pro-
Moscow and pro-Peking factions, with
pro-Moscow faction victorious
1975-South Yemen becomes Commu-
nist-dominated Yemen People’s Demo-

" eratic Republic

1970-—Soviet influence increases; mili-
tary aid and support of confrontation
with North Yemen and Oman over
Dhofar region

1968-1970-Increasing power of So-
viet-supported PLO against monarchy
creates “state within a state”
September 1970—“Black Septem-
ber”—Soviet and Syrian backed PLO

attempt coup against monarchy

September 1969—Col. Qaddafileads
radical coup-against monarchy

June 1970-—US evacuates Wheelus Air-
base; British evacuate bases in eastern
region at request of Qaddafi
Mid-1970—First order for Soviet tanks-
negotiated

March, 1972—Libya signs “technical”
and economical aid agreement with So-
viet Union; this agreement probably dis-
guises secret arms deal

1969 /70— Intensive North Vietnamese

. and Communist guerrilla activities in

north (Plain of Jars) results in loss of re-
gion to government

February, 1970-—Souvanna calls for re-
convening of 1962 Geneva signatories to
halt Communist offensive—rejected by
Soviet Union

Late 1970—Beginning of Communist
offensive which marks final effort to de-
feat royalist and Neutralist forces

1970—Height of communist terrorism
in northeast and great concern over
North Vietnamese/communist conquest
of Laos and Cambodia

~ Soviets sﬁpport Bangladesh indepen-

dence movement in early *70s

December, 1971—14-day war of inde-
pendence; Soviet Union supports India in
war against Pakistan; Soviet support
critical to India’s alliance with Bangla-
desh independence movement

Soviet support of Bangladesh (and India)
has virtually eliminated PRC influence
in sub-continent

L/F(3)
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P/C(2)
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carriers, they do not pose a significant
threat to the security interests of the
United States or its allies. Aeroflot does
pose such a threat.
The Aeroflot Threat Potential:
Aeroflot as an Adjunct to VTA

The greatest and most obvious threat
posed by Aeroflot is its personnel and
materiel transport capabilities as an ad-
junct to the VTA. The seven Aeroflot air-
craft types designated as the VTA reserve
fleet (AN-12; AN-24; IL-14; IL-62; Tu-
124; IL-76; and AN-22), when combined
with VTA assets for both personnel and
materiel transport make a significant con-
tribution. Tables Five and Six show the
Aeroflot contribution, by military trans-
port aircraft type, to the potential total
lift capabilities for personnel and materiel.
In personnel transport, Aeroflot’s most sig-
nificant contribution is in the long-range -
aircraft (Tu-124, IL-62, AN-22, and IL-
76). Aeroflot can lift almost as many per-
sonnel as VTA over long ranges and about
70% as many over shorter ranges, as shown
in Table Eight.

In the matter of materiel lift augmen-
tation to VTA, except for a significant
contribution of the long-range IL-62’s
limited payload capacity, a more modest
contribution is made by the older, long-
range AN-22. The most significant
materiel transport augmentation is made
by the short-range AN-24. These aircraft
would be used as “work horses” in combat
logistics environments such as Central Eu-
rope, Afghanistan, Iran, and the Middle
East. The percentage augmentation for
short- and long-range materiel transport
is also shown in Table Eight. Aeroflot aug-
mentation for long-range materiel trans-
port (39%) is also significant. These long
ranges (up to 4,000 miles) would apply
most to African and western hemisphere
missions.

Addition of the 100 IL-76s mentioned
earlier would increase the long-range per-
sonnel transport capability by 45% and
cargo capacity by over 50% by mid-1982.

The AN-22, in service since 1965, has
been the mainstay of the VTA because
of its versatility in long-range personnel
and materiel transport. For example, it
is capable of carrying equipment ranging
from large amounts of munitions to main
battle tanks, missile launchers, and self-
propelled artillery. Though it lacks the
range and payload capacity of the Ameri-
can C-5, the AN-22’s rear loading lets
it handle large bulk cargo and most Soviet
fighting vehicles.

In addition to the technical and func-
tional capabilities of Aeroflot’s reserve
fleet, their value is enhanced by immediate
to short-term availability of both aircraft
and crew/maintenance personnel. Since
most crew and key maintenance personnel
are members of the Soviet Air Force Re-
serve, it would be a relatively simple mat-
ter to transfer them to active Air Force
status with their aircraft. Moreover, a sig-
nificant portion of Aeroflot’s personnel and
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SCIENCE. SCOPE

U.S. Army forward observer teams operating from armored vehicles will be able to
pinpoint targets for laser-homing weapons or conventional weapons by using a
modified Ground/Vehicular Laser Locator Designator. The device was developed by
Hughes to be mounted on the M113 Fire Support Team (FIST) armored vehicles. It
determines the distance to a target based on the length of time for a burst of
laser light to reach the target and bounce back. The laser beam also can
illuminate the target to provide a bull's-eye for laser-homing weapons.

For the first time a weapon delivery system will let pilots of single-seat air-
craft find, track, and destroy surface targets day or night while flying at high
speed and low altitudes. The system is called LANTIRN (Low Altitude Navigation
Targeting Infrared for Night). It would be mounted in a pod outside U.S. Air
Force F-16 and A-10 aircraft. LANTIRN includes a forward-looking infrared sen-
sor and a terrain-following navigation subsystem for low-level day and night
operations. It automatically can recognize targets, "hand of f" a target to an
infrared-guided Maverick missile, and designate a target with a laser beam for a
laser-guided bomb to home on. Hughes, teamed with Martin Marietta, is responsi-
ble for the target recognizer and boresight correlator for Maverick hand-off.
The LANTIRN program is directed by Aeronautical Systems Division, deputy for
reconnaissance/electronics warfare systems at Wright-Patterson AFB.

Eight more U.S. Navy guided-missile frigates of the FFG-7 class will carry
advanced consoles for displaying data from ship radars and acoustic, TV, and
electronic warfare sensors. The Hughes AN/UYA-4 consoles will be part of the
Naval Tactical Data System, which links ship sensors, computers, and weapons
while detecting, tracking, and evaluating enemy threats. The consoles have more
display capability for tactical symbols, operate at higher data rates than ear-
lier systems, and are more reliable. The displays are installed on or planned
for more than 100 ship and shore installations of the U.S. and its allies.

Technicians in the field will be able to make quick fixes on the F/A-18 Hornet
strike fighter's radar with the aid of an automatic radar test system. The
AN/USM-469 system, which is suitable for U.S. Navy ships and U.S. Marine Corps
vans, consists of five and a half bays of test equipment and a single-bay liquid
cooler system. It uses production test software to ensure common standards
between the factory and the field. One operator position tests the AN/APG-65
radar's transmitter, antenna, and receiver-exciter. A second tests the radar
signal processor and radar data processor. A video display shows test results,
fault types, locations, and other pertinent data. The test system, like the
radar, is built by Hughes under contract to McDonnell Douglas Corporation.

A new communications system delivered to the U.S. Navy saves weight and space
over previous systems. The Hughes tactical information exchange system (TIES)
uses a single set of hardware to accommodate many different digital and voice
communications processing. This was made possible by a new frequency translator
unit and a programmable signal processor. Previous systems used separate pieces
of equipment for amplitude modulation or frequency modulation of voice and data.

Creating a new world with electronics
[ sttt A

HUGHES

g SO U SU g 4

HUGHES AIRCRAFT COMPANY
CULVER CITY,CALIFORNIA 90230
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From the prime contractor to the prime beneflclary
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America.

Once again, America is
leading the world into space.

Rockwell International is
prime contractor for the Shuttle
orbiter. Also, our Rocketdyne
Division built the main engines. And
_we assist NASA in the integration of
the Space Transportation System.
Our achievements in space and
aircraft cevelopment demonstrate
the high technology which
characterizes all the businesses of
- Rockwel! International.
We join America in saluting

NASA, the Columbia crew —

John W. Young and Robert L. Crippen Rockwell
—and the 50,000 people in many International
companies who worked with us to

build America’s Space Shuttle.
Congratulations, America.
Through the Shuttle, designed for
repeated flights into space, you have
built a technology bridge to the
benefits of this vast new frontier.
It is a uniquely American
achievement.
Good old American
“know-how” is alive and well.

...where science gets down to business

Automotive /Aerospace
> Electronics /General Industries
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Guinea

Colombia -
- Co e attack-on town of San Pablo—Army be-

 Equaiorial  Au
. claimed “president for life”—estab-

September, 1970— Allende’s Mar
backed Popular Unity Coalition wins

- 36% of vote and is confirmed as Presi- |
- dent -

1971 mMmucnpal elections returned

= .50'% of vote favoring Allende

August 1972— Anti-government riots;
Army takes control

* October 1972—Riots over inflation and
(. economic: conditions; Army extends con-
o .. o trol to include most of country
1 ., 1973—Alende increases leftist politi-

cal/economic policies

" August, 1973—Continuing labor un-
i rest] severe government crisis
c o September 12, 1973—Military coup,
.. . Allende overthrown, Aeroflot service to
-+ Chile suspended -

Ja’nuary, 1972—Strong leftist guerrilla

gins counter-terror campaign
Throughout 1972 continued sporadic
guerrilla activities in remote and rural
regions

There is no known direct or indirect So-

' . -yiet support for the insurgents though
- Soviet materiel may be passed through
* Cuban contacts

August, 1972—President Marcias pro-

lishes close contacts with Eastern Eu-

- . rope; receives some economic and
,mllltary aid

E 1970-Followiug earthquake, Soviets -
.-+ givesubstantial aid utilizing Aeroflot—
- .\ .. since then, Soviets have persisted in es-
* ‘tablishing route to Lima via Havana
.- - August, 1973—President Velasco over-
\ ... thrownincoup .
= November, 1976—Peru signs purchase

agréement with Soviets for 22 aircraft,

200 T-62 tanks and other military

equipment -
April, 1978 —Moscow reschedules 80%

., of payment due in 1980 to extend
- through 1988 =
-+ -1978—Six AN-26 transport aircraft
_ - purchased from Soviet Union
. 1980 Additional 16 Su-22 fighter air-
- craft purchased from Soviet Union

: 0ctober, 1972———M;l|tary Revolutionary
'+ governmentunder Col. Kereku seizes

power—increased radicalization
November, 1974—Kereku proclaims
that a Marxist-Leninist course would be

_ Tollowed

November, 1974—People’s Republic of

. Benin proclaimed

‘September, 1974-Independence from
* Portugal—immediately afterwards,

“close ties-established with Communist

- Blo¢-—small economic aid program

from Bloc established

C/FQ3)

“@

C/FQ2)

@
F(3)

aircraft are frequently used for troop transport
during Russia’s routine, semiannual troop ro-
tation in Eastern Europe (April 1981 AFJ).
This participation by Aeroflot provides crews
and maintenance personnel with highly rel-
evant practice and training in tactical troop
movement procedures.

The use of Aeroflot assets in the semi-
annual troop rotation program provides yet
another potential threat, particularly to un-
suspecting neighboring countries. During the
troop rotation periods the troop-laden aircraft
could easily be directed to seize or occupy
a political /military objective from an unwary
victim. The efficiency of utilizing Aeroflot
assets for such purposes during the rotation
period was made evident during the August,
1968 Soviet seizure of Prague’s international

Aeroflot’s Intell

THAT THE SOVIET GOVERNMENT uses
the assets and designated routes of Aeroflot
for general information and specific intelli-
gence gathering is certain, Defense Depart-
ment officials say. Periodically, members of
Aeroflot’s foreign airport ticket agencies and
maintenance staffs have been arrested for
illegal activities including espionage and at-
tempts to gain access to security information
through use of local nationals.

During 1980, for example, Aeroflot em-
ployees in Brussels and Madrid were expelled
for undefined “illegal activities” and customs
violations. Closer to home, three Cuban airline
pilots were arrested last September as sus-
pected espionage agents. An FBI agent, Ar-
thur F. Nehrbass, of the Miami office, stated
that the Cubans were arrested on “informa-
tion we developed as an outgrowth of in-
vestigations into Cuban intelligence matters.”
In February of this year, Ricardo Escartin,
who was First Secretary of the Cuban Interest
Section and who functioned also as Cubana’s
representative in Washington, was expelled
for “enticing illegal trade.” The FBI also iden-
tified him as an intelligence agent.

Another interesting fact emerges from
Cubana’s operations in the United States.
There are currently three Cuban “security
agents” permanently residing in Miami os-
tensibly assigned to protect Cubana’s single
weekly chartered flight. DoD authorities who
monitor Cubana’s activities report these
agents “are never to be found, even when
the Cubana aircraft is at Miami.” This was
borne out several weeks ago when an anti-
Castro agent attempted to drive a vehicle
into a Cubana plane at Miami and none of
the Cuban “security agents” were present
to protect the aircraft.

Aeroflot’s extensive network through West-
ern Europe permits it to observe all aspects
of commercial and, indeed, some important
military installations lying along or adjacent

" toits flight paths. It is not unusual for Aeroflot

(or its counterpart surrogates), to veer “ac-
cidentally” off its prescribed flight path to
overfly troop movements and maneuvers in
Western Europe and NATO naval exercises.
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airpqart and other key centers during its take-
over|of that country.

The use of Aeroflot aircraft and crews in
the Soviet occupation of Afghanistan, and
its utilization in logistical support for Soviet
and surrogate forces in Angola, Ethiopia, and
Soulrh Yemen are other examples of the value
of Aleroflot as an adjunct to the VTA.

Aside from the transport aircraft, Aero-
flot :Elso maintains and operates a large fleet
of specially designed aircraft used for crop
dusting and other chemical spraying func-
tiond. These aircraft could easily be utilized
for tactical employment of chemical and bio-
logi{;l agents if the Soviets should consider
thesr aircraft expendable, since few would
likely survive the hazards of a combat
environment. [ B+g |

igence Activities

This practice, however, is not limited to Eu-
rope; there are numerous incidents over the
past| 15 years of Aeroflot, Cubana, and other
surrpgate carriers straying off designated
routes tc observe events and places of interest
in the United States.

The matter of Communist bloc illegal
overiﬂights over restricted areas in the United
States caused the US Air Force last summer
to issue the following standing note of concern
in ajmemorandum to all its designated critical
installations:

“There are indications that Communist air-

lines have SIGINT [signal intelligence] col-

lelction missions in Western Europe—there

isl no evidence to date that Aeroflot uses
such collection capabilities in the United
States’ air space. However, the CONUS
overflight capabilities of Aeroflot along
with their unevaluated collection capabili-
tiLss does present a threat of unknown di-
n&ensions. All recipients of this message

are advised to take appropriate actions to

safeguard sensitive communications and on-

gbing operations.”

According to some Air Force authorities,
thefe is reason to believe that Aeroflot has
alrelady engaged in some form of electronic
intelligence, such as monitoring VHF and
UHF at certain locales along their flight paths
in the United States.

Air Force liaison officers at FAA assigned
to ITlLIOniILOI‘ Communist airline flights over the
United States stated that the various air con-
trollers covering the northeastern US reported
rec¢iving requests at a rate of as much as
four per month from Cubana, Lot, and CSA
airlines to overfly the restricted regions of
the|Hudson Valley and Connecticut on their
flights to and from Montreal. They requested
these routes in order to “avoid the heavy
tralfic” of their authorized flight routes.
Ferhaps the Watervliet Arsenal near Al-
barly, the Knowles Atomic Power Labora-
tories, or the many electronic and naval fa-
cilities of the Hudson Valley and Connecticut
are|specially designated high priority targets
for [the Soviet intelligence data collection ef-
fort. (continued on p. 56)

1976

1977

Angola

Mozambique

Mexice

Ethiopia

January, 1975-—Portugal attempts to
establish independent Angola with all
parties represented in transitional gov-
ernment—MPLA (Supported by Soviet
Union) attempts military seizure of
power but is opposed by FNLA (sup-
ported by PRC and Zaire, and tacitly,
the US) .
July, 1975—MPLA requests and re-
ceives Cuban troops and arms; US be-
gins supplying arms to FNLA and
UNITA in August, 1975

October, 1975 Aeroflot utilized in
transporting much of 15,000 Cuban
troops to Angola

By early 1976—Cuban forces defeat
FNLA /UNITA in convention combat;
FNLA /UNITA begin guerrilla oper-
ations

Throuthout 1976—Soviets rearm Cu-
ban and MPLA forces; process still con-
tinuing

June, 1975—Independence—Establish-
ment of Marxist People’s Republic
April, 1977—US intelligence reports
heavy influx of Soviet/East European
arms—most likely destined for Rhode-
sian and South African black liberation
forces—Aeroflot utilized for arms ship-
ment

September, 1977-—President Portillo
announces political reforms which per-
mit Communists to form legal party and
participate in elections

September, 1974—Radical military
junta overthrows monarchy of Haile Se-
lassie

January, 1975/76—Civil war between
government forces and Eritrean seces-
sionists

February, 1977—Col. Mengistu seizes
power from Provisional Military Gov-
ernment—cuts ties with US and West
March, 1977 —Castro visits Ethiopia
April, 1977—200 Cuban military advi-
sors airlifted to Ethiopia utilizing
Aeroflot aireraft; US facilities closed
and military advisors expelled

May, 1977—Mengistu visits Moscow—
series of military and economic agree-
ments negotiated

July, 1977—Heavy fighting breaks out
between Ethiopia and Somali “Liber-
ation” forces

September, 1977—3$500-million arms
agreement signed with Soviet Union (48
MG aircraft; 200 T-54/55; SAM and
ATK missiles)

November, 1977-—Soviets begin large
scale arms and personnel airlift— Aero-
flot aircraft plays significant role in air-
lift; by January, 1978, estimated 2,000
Soviet and surrogate advisers arrive
May, 1978—FEthiopia receives 224
MiGs—-launches counteroffensive
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~ Jamaica

ties

Mid-270s—Zambia accepts Soviet/
East European military equipment for F
Rhodesian black liberation forces (6)
Soviet Aeroflot aircraft most likely uti-

fized to transport arms to Zambia

December, 1976—Leftist Premier Min-
ister Manley assumes power with large
majority

April, 1979—Manley flies to Moscow
to establish closer trade and econoimic

" against Somali forces
November, 1978—USSR-Ethiopia sign
long term Treaty of Friendship
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Table Five

Soviet Transport
One Time Lift Potential for Contiguous Power Projection
(PERSONNEL)

AIRCRAFT
ALLOCATION

Aeroflot

VTA

' 1 Additional
L — 1100 IL-76’s

Short
Range

[

IL-14

AN-12 AN-24 TU-124 IL-62 AN-22

IL-76
Aircraft Type

Acroflot and surrogate airlines have
requested _transcontinental “charter”
flights which have coincided with mis-
sile firings, troop maneuvers, and prac-
tice Strategic Air Command alerts. The
continual desire of Aeroflot and sur-
rogate carriers to establish scheduled
or non-scheduled “courier” and “spe-
cial” flights to southern California and

56

the Seattle area, which would pass
through some of the most sensitive de-
fense-related facilities, is of great con-
cern to Defense Department authori-
ties. To date they have been successful

CSA’s April 10-12 “Special
Flights” and the Space
Shuttle Launch

ON APRIL 8, two days before the
Space Shuttle was to make its first
launch from Cape Canaveral, FL, the
US received an extraordinary request
through unusual diplomatic channels
from CSA (Czecholsovakian Air Lines)
for a “special flight” through US air-
space on April 10 which, it quickly
became clear to US officials, would
overfly the Cape (or very near it) during
the launch. CSA had:never requested
any such special flights in recent years.

' This one was requested at the last

minute, through unusual channels, and
in a way that raised eyebrows through-
out government agencies concerned
with such matters.

The flight was to leave Prague early
April 9, fly to Montreal, then go on
to Havana, and return ¢arly on April
10, the morning of the launch, flying
near the Cape, enroute to Gander, New-
foundland to refuel before returning to
Prague. A number of US officials
wanted to deny the overflight rights,
but the channels and mechanisms for
doing so are often complex and time-
consuming, and as of late evening, April
9, the Havana-Newfoundland flight was
still on, When new Federal Aviation
Administrator J. Lynn Helms learned
of the problein through other channels
late that evening, he took quick and
decisive action to deny CSA’s overflight
rights during a critical four-hour time
window the next morning. As soon as
the Shuttle launch was postponed, CSA
began filing alternate schedules that
might, it appeared, coincide with the
final April 12 Shuttle’ launch. Helms
subsequently denied two more such
CSA flights out of Havana which were
to fly through FAA’s: Miami oceanic
area. Thus, it is clear that FAA’s Helms

| is keenly interested in the overflight

issue and personally following devel-
opments, far more so than some FAA
officials have in recent vears.

(What the CSA flights were carrying
was not,known at Journal press time.
The two events may be totally unre-
lated, but AFJ has also learned that
about the time of the Shuttle launch,
two Soviet reconnaissance aircraft flew
close enough off the Florida coast to
“garble up” the Shuttle’s UHF com-
munications channels 'with their own
traffic—and persisted in doing so until
the North American Air Defense Com-
mand directed them on another course.)

The Editors

in convincing the CAB and the State
Department that it would be inimical

"to the security interests of the United

States to authorize such flights. The

denial of west coast landing rights has
effectively denied the Soviets the routes
which they desire across the
Pacific.
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Covert Operations

The use of legitimate Aeroflot oper-
ations for the insertion of undercover
agents and clandestine forces into the des-
ignated target is a tactic repeatedly em-
ployed by the Soviets. It is highly likely
that Aeroflot is the primary means of in-
troducing Soviet intelligence agents and
other covert operatives throughout the
world, but especially in Africa and other
less developed regions.

During the 1968 Czech crisis, an un-
usually large number of Soviet “govern-
ment officials” were observed debarking
Acroflot planes at Prague; in fact, several
accounts reported that Soviet “civilians”
debarking at the Prague airport imme-
diately seized the airport while being led
by the former Director of Aeroflot op-
erations there. At Kabul, Soviet comman-
dos, ferried in an Aeroflot aircraft in a
routine flight, reportedly seized that air-
port prior to the advance of the airborne
forces. There is good reason to believe
that most of the Soviet combat brigade
elements recently introduced into Cuba
were surreptitiously brought there by
Acroflot over an extended period of time
so as not to arouse suspicion and alarm
the United States.

“Showing the Flag” and Explicit
Power Projection

The use of military and technological
assets of one country to impress, or indeed,
to intimidate another country in the guise
of “showing the flag,” or “gunboat di-
plomacy” is an ancient and accepted prac-
tice brought to its peak by the British
in the 19th century. .

Though a late arriver in the competition
for global influence and power, the Soviets
have, since World War II, more than made
up for their tardiness. In particular, since
the expansion of Aeroflot into the world’s
lesser developed regions in the ’60s, that
carrier has been effectively utilized by the
Soviet government as an instrument of po-
litical influence and power projection.
Throughout parts of Africa, Aeroflot is
the only means for international travel.
For example, Burundi and Rwanda have
requested Aeroflot service since they lack
access to regions beyond their own im-
mediate environment, and desire the “pres-
tige” of an international carrier arriving
in their capitals. Whereas other commer-
cial carriers will eschew service to unprof-
itable destinations, Aeroflot will not, if the
venture is deemed potentially exploitable
for political or military reasons.

The greatest concern for US security
interests is the use of Aeroflot to acquire
strategically located footholds in the In-
dian Ocean, Persian Gulf, and Caribbean/
Central American regions. The lesser de-
veloped locales, unprofitable to commer-
cially competitive air service, are the most
vulnerable targets for Aeroflot political ex-
ploitation.

The success-proven approach of the So-
viet government is to offer a targeted Third

World country the benefit of Aeroflot ser-

Table Six
Soviet Transport
One Time Lift Potential for Contiguous Power Projection
(MATERIEL)
AIRCRAFT
Medium ALLOCATION
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i , || Additional
L — 1100 IL-76’s
12,000 - Short
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g
=
: Long
é 8,000 = Range -—n
& | 1
: )
P Lo
= | |
| |
4,000 oot
’ ] ! Long ! Long
IRangeI Range
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Range Range
AN-12 AN-22 IL-76 AN-24 [IL-14 TU-124 IL-62
Aircraft Type

vice—including provision of maintenance
and service personnel, ground control ap-
proach equipment, and other inducements
which the host country would be incapable
of providing. This, of course, permits the
Soviets to place key intelligence and po-
litical operatives working as Aeroflot per-
sonnel throughout numerous countries in
the Third World besides providing the So-
viets with the requisite navigational aides,
flight path and approach controls, and
ground facilities for future covert or overt
military operations. )
Options for Countering the Aeroflot Threat
Aeroflot and its counterpart Communist
national airlines currently operate 11
weekly flights to the United States—nine
to New York and two to Washington, DC.
This does not include a scheduled Aeroflot
flight to New York which labor action
has precluded since the invasion of Af-
ghanistan. These airlines and the number
of weekly flights include: Aeroflot (Soviet)-
I; Lot (Poland)-S; Tarom (Romania)-2;
CSA (Czechoslovakia)-1; and CACC (Peo-
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ple’s Republic of China)-1. The CAAC
flights to the United States will be in-
creased to two weekly flights after May
2, 1981.

In addition to their scheduled flights,
the Soviets and Bloc nations requested and
received permission to operate hundreds
of non-scheduled “special” flights, mainly
carrying government-sponsored technical
and trade groups, as shown in Table Nine.
In 1979, 27% of the total sorties were
non-scheduled “‘special flights.” These
were sharply reduced in 1980 to 17% of
total flights), due mainly to the cutbacks
forced on Soviet flights as a result of the
Afghanistan invasion and reduction of
Cubana’s refugee flights following the ref-
ugee sealift operation.

Another important statistic is the num-
ber of authorized Cuban (Cubana Airlines)
overflights permitted across US territory
from Montreal to Havana. Cubana in par-
ticular has overflown restricted CONUS
areas and offshore Atlantic fleet exercises.
In addition, Cubana has regularly re-

57

A-RDP83M00210R000300050004-5




a Approved For Release 2007/05/07 : CIA-RDP83IVI0021OR000300050004-5

quested overflight authorization from Ha-
vana to southern California via the south-
western portions of the United States.
Cubana Airlines has also requested non-
scheduled flights to Dallas, Chicago, and
New Jersey airports in the greater New
York region. To date, these requests have
been denied due to the insistence of De-
fense Department officials who are highly
concerned about the potential espionage
advantage presented to the Soviet surro-
gate. Except for Cubana, the majority of
other surrogate “‘special”’ non-scheduled
flights are to New York, but a few have
been authorized to the west coast with
flight paths routed around restricted areas.
Cubana’s non-scheduled destinations in-
clude both Miami and New York, but
with every effort made to minimize over-
land flight paths.

"~ As noted earlier, Cubana in the past
has managed to “inadvertently” stray be-
yond its authorized flight path up the east
coast of the United States—most notably
over the restricted Patuxent River Naval
Air Station and the Myrtle Beach Air
Force Base. Defense Department officials
estimate that these overflights reached a
level of four per month before Cubana
was finally forced to fly over-water routes
to New York and Montreal.

The initiative to reestablish Cubana air
service into and over the United States
was undertaken by former State Depart-
ment Cuban Desk Officer Wayne Smith,
who now represents US interests in
Havana. According to Defense Depart-
ment officials, Cubana’s rights were
granted without ever being channelled
through—much less agreed to by—of-
ficials at DoD and other agencies, includ-
ing Smith’s compatriots at the Department
of State.

Thus, although a strong effort has suc-
cessfully been made to reduce the number
of Communist air carrier flights over sen-
sitive and restricted areas of the US, the
2,000-plus flights annually flown to US
destinations do indeed provide these car-
riers ample opportunities for illegal ac-
tivities on behalf of the Soviet Union.

While the various Communist carriers
have generally been granted “special” and
charter flight authorization to the United
States, the Soviets deny US carriers the
same rights. Furthermore, Pan American
Airways was forced to abandon its Moscow
flight because of unfavorable and non-re-
ciprocal financial arrangements, and the
Soviet government’s refusal to let Pan
American advertise and freely sell its tick-
ets to Soviet citizens. Of course, Aeroflot
advertises regularly in the American media
and operates easily accessible ticket travel
offices in Washington and New York.

Moreover, Pan American has been ne-
gotiating with the Soviet authorities for
permission to fly from India to Europe
over southwestern Russia and Afghanistan.
This request has been made because of
the closure of Iranian airspace to American
carriers. To date, the Soviets have denied
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Critical

Event Number

1 Prestige

2 Political Instability
3 Military Aid

4 Ecoriomic Aid

5 Bases Aequisition

6 _Insurgency Support
. Totals :

_(not included in subtotals).
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‘ ~ Table Eight .~ [~ o
Aeroﬂot Augmentatlon VTA All'llft Ca pablhtxes
" According to Range Limntatwns T

Persennel Transpott {in Thousands)

Al Actt .

- Materiel Transpert (m Thousands of Tons}

1475

Aeroflot as
ol Percentage of
VTA. T .
94.1 i
375

260
23.0 .
90

Pan American any overfhght privileges.
The US operates internationally and per-
mits foreign carriers .into this country
through bilateral agreements governed by
US laws and international conventions.
None of these arrangements provide for,
nor condone, the illicit practices of
Acroflot and some of its surrogate partners.
The US government has several means
of countering the threats as set forth with-

out too great a nsk of exacerbatmg already
strained relations with the Soviet Union;
and, notably, Cuba. Secondly, none of
these proposed corrective actions are hos-
tile acts toward the Soviet Union or af-
fected surrogates; rather, these recom-
mended actions would be applied against
any carrier, domestic or foreign, which
violates standard international practice
and national laws.
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In light of the above premeditated vio-
lations by Communist carriers and the ne-
cessity for strict law enforcement, it is
indeed surprising that neither the FAA
nor the State Department has seen fit to
impose meaningful penalties on the vio-
lators. The record shows that the most
the United States government could do
was issue a warning or “slap on the wrist.”
It is difficult to understand the Govern-
ment’s self-defeating policy unless it was
done in the spirit of “detente” or fear
of retaliation against US carriers. Con-
sidering Afghanistan and the fact that no
American carriers now service the Soviet
Union, these explanations seem hardly ten-
able.

Authorities connected with DoD and the
Air Force have suggested several courses
of action designed to minimize the
Soviet/surrogate espionage threat as well
as keep the diplomatic “noise level” as
low as possible. These options include:

« Denial of Dulles ingress because of
overflights of sensitive facilities in Wash-
ington, Ft. Meade, and Northeast corridor
areas. Boston’s Logan Airport should be
used instead to preclude land overflight.
On the other hand, if the Soviets take
a more lenient policy and grant favorable
reciprocal terms to US carriers, Aeroflot
could be permitted better access to the

Table Nine
Soviet and Bloc Commercial Flights* to the US

Other
Scheduled Non-scheduled Totals

1979 1980 1979 1980 1979 1980

| Soviet Union (Aeroflot) 344 172 62 6 406 178
Poland (Lot) 562 488 126 150 688 638

Romania (Tarom) 192 288 8 4 200 292

Czecholslovakia {CSA) 536 544 0 4 526 548

East Germany (Interflug) 0 0 6 12 6 12

Bulgaria (Balkan) 0 0 8 0 8 0

Cuba (Cubana) 288**  284** 488 186 776 470

Totals 1,922 1,776 698 362 2,610 2,138

* Flight—a single transit, i.e., one-way trip.
** Authorized Overflights, Havana-Montreal.

e Cubana’s routes from Havana/Montreal
into JFK, New York should be confined
to only over-water routes beyond the US
air defense zone.

¢ No “charter flights” should be permitted
until quid pro quo charter authorization
(now denied US carriers to the Soviet
Union) is granted.

 If charter flights are granted under quid
pro quo conditions, a minimum of 15 days
notification should be mandatory.

tion of all communist Bloc aircraft in con-
formity with US Government regulations
and agreements and international conven-
tions with the foreign carriers. Interna-
tional agreements provide for frequent and
thorough inspections, some on a “no no-
tice” basis. The Soviets used to conduct
such inspections zealously when Pan Am
was operating into Russia; the US has
not conducted any such inspections of
Aeroflot planes operating in the US during

United States. * Perform rigorous and continual inspec- recent years. L Rad |
Table Ten
. % L | - 4 -
Communist Bloc Civil Aviation Information
Communist Abbania Bulgaria Democratic China Cuba  Czech. E, Germ. Hungary N. Korea Quter Poland Romania USSR Vietnam-
Bloc State : Kamuchea (PRC) : (GDRy Mongolia
1CAO 2-LTR Designator 1z {Cambodia) CA Cu OK ¥ MA Js LO RO Su VN
& State Airline Balkan CAAC Cubana CSA Interflug Malev  CAA of DPRK Lot Ta_l;om Aeroflot  Air Vietnam
1CAO Member Neo 8 Jul Yes 15 Feh 10 Jun 4 Apr No 300ct 15 Sep No 4 Apr 30 May 14 Nov 12 Apr
67 74 49 47 69 77 47 65 70 80
1ASTA Member No 21 Sep 15 Feb No 20 Jun 18 Apr No 15 Jan.  No No 6 Apr  No Neo No
70 56 47 45 73 45
Diplomatic '
Relations with US No Yes No Yes  No Yes  Yes Yes No No Yes Yes Yes No
US CAB
402 Permit No No No Yes  Yes Yes  No No No No Yes  Yes Yes No
Bi-Lateral Air ‘
Transport Agreement No No No Yes  Ves Yes No Yes  No No Yes Yes Yes No
FAA Approved AlPs No Yes Neo No No Yes No Yes No No Yes Yes Yes No
Prior Permission T Work- 10 48 Hrs *Yes **Yes 2 Work- 7 Days 3 Days 5 Work
Reguired for Entry ing Days Days OQ/F 10 ing Days O/F 14 30 Days Days (3
Days Days  Serles weeks
LNDG "LNDG suggested
Diplomatic Clearance Yes Yes Yes Yes
Required for Eatry
Entry Permit Valid 48 Hrs
Changes must be 24 Hrs
submitted
Vuoid if A/C does 10 Hrs
not enter )
Escort Crew Required Yes Yes
Flight Plan Required 48 Hrs 30 Mins,
Flight Notification 24 Hrs
MSG Required
*Czechostovakia Requires: 72 Hrs Advance Notice for Non-Commercial Flights with 6 or less people Source: FAA/AlAv

24 Hrs Advance Notice for Non-Commercial Flights with more than 6 people

18 Working Days Notice for Non-Scheduled Commercial Flights
**E, Germany (GDR) Requires:

48 Hrs Advance Notice

15 Days Advance Notice for A/C remaining in GDR for extended period of time

72 Hrs Advaace Notice for series of 3 or more Flights
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Presidential Courage—and the April 1980
Iranian Rescue Mission

AS WE REMEMBER AND HONOR this

Memorial Day the eight men who gave
their lives at Desert One last April 25th,
the men from that rescue mission would
tell” you there is one casualty for whom
there will never be a medal, although they
believe he deserves it most—former Presi-
dent Jimmy Carter.

The men of Joint Task Force 1-79 speak
of Jimmy Carter with a respect that bor-
ders on'awe, a reverence almost, that one
seldom hears from military men—because
they expect courage of leaders who order
hazardous missions, just as they believe
those leaders should be able to expect cour-
age of them.

There is an unwritten axiom of special
military operations: the world hears about
them only when they fail, never when they
succeed. A basic premise of such work
is that it be deniable; thus the guts of
even the most successful missions aren’t
advertised. Secrecy strictures are so tight
and enduring that the truth behind them
rarely surfaces; when it does (if ever), it
is invariably long after the mission. A re-
grettable but frequent by-product of that
secrecy is that the people who risk such
missions seldom obtain proper credit—
publicly or professionally—even for acts
of the most compelling courage.

Presidential courage takes many forms.
The nation has just seen one kind—in the
graceful, reassuring calm and infectuous
humor with which Ronald Reagan reacted
to his attempted assassination on March
30th after taking a bullet through the tung.
But the nation has not even heard of
Jimmy Carter’s courage a year ago. With
the mission’s first anniversary here, the
men he asked to rescue our former hos-
tages want Jimmy Carter to be given credit
for a form of courage which they say far
transcended theirs.

At this time last year, the nation was
clamoring for some kind of Presidential
action to resolve the hostage crisis. Some
civilians in government, despairing of ever
recovering the hostages, had even proposed
a B-52 raid to level the holy city of Qom.
Their patience, like others’, was exhausted,
hopes having been dashed once too often
from the on-again, off-again diplomatic
channels through which the Administra-
tion hoped to recover the hostages.

Carter had ordered the Joint Chiefs of
Staff to ready a rescue mission eight days
-after the hostages had been seized, and the
first plan was ready on December 20th (al-
beit, its planners had cautioned, with ele-
ments of risk that concerned them greatly).

The mission, the President and its plan-
ners had emphasized, was to be a rescue,
not a punitive or retahatory raid. For five
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months before last April 16th, when Carter
finally approved launching it, the President
had made it clear that the nation would
pursue one goal—"*To protect our national
honor and interests, and bring the hostages
home alive.” Throughout the task force’s
planning, the ‘‘operative’ word was
“alive.” And, Carter had emphasized qui-
ctly to the few people really privy to his
thinking, he felt the Presidency bound to
resolve the crisis along Constitutional
lines—diplomacy first; military options
would be used only if diplomacy failed.
Late last March, Carter’s hopes were
high that release of the hostages was im-

minent. Through a complex, prearranged

scenario, Carter was to get a set of signals
from Iran that were supposed to trigger
a positive public statement from him; given
it. Iranian officials had agreed, the hos-
tages would then be transferred to gov-
ernment control, the first and crucial step
leading to their freedom. As Jody Powell
recounts those trying days, the signals from
Iran came three days late—through a co-
incidence, shortly after midnight on April
Ist, the 150th day of captivity— and the
morning of the Wisconsin primary. At
seven a.m., Carter made his positive state-
ment, announcing at the White House that
the crisis was abating and that the hostages
would soon be home. But it soon became
apparent, once again, that the lIranians
were unable or unwilling to follow through.

Carter was later criticized brutally for
his awkwardly timed statement: political
pundits charged that he had politicized
the hostage issue to win a primary.

But there is one powerful indication that
the President had read the diplomatic sig-
nal in good faith: it was given enough
credence within the Pentagon that a senior

‘officer relied on it to disapprove the

planned carly deployment of some of the
rescue team members to the Persian Gulf.
Within days of that hopeful news, however,
the crisis and apparent danger of losing
the hostages reached new heights: Iranian
spokesmen announced (previously they
had only “warned”) that some hostages
would be tried as spies. Under lIranian
justice, spies are shot: those convicted be-
fore noon are executed by sundown; those
convicted after noon are executed by noon
the next day. Carter’s advisors were well
aware that some 460 Iranians had already
been cxecuted after such quick *‘trials.”
All promising diplomatic avenues had run
their course with no favorable outcome.
Carter did not need to be reminded that
it 1s proper for a President to use military
force when diplomacy fails or stalls.

Yet Jimmy Carter was profoundly
aware, when he approved the Iranian hos-

President Carter attending services for the
eight men who died at Desert One.
(Washington Post photo.)

tage rescue mission a year ago Thursday,
April 16th, that the mission might not
succeed. He had asked in a final White
House review before the entire National
Security Council that evening (according
to a former White House official present
at the three-hour meeting), “*What are
the chances of success?”

Recollections of that meeting vary
slightly, but six people who were present
agree that the President was told some-
thing very close to this:

“The mission has high prospects for suc-
cess. But if something goes wrong, the
odds become somewhere between zero and
100 percent, and those two numbers could
be very close together. We won’t know
how close. or how far apart, until we get
into Iran. Any number of unforeseen fac-
tors, none of which we can precisely predict
or control, could cause the whole thing
to go to hell in a handbasket.”” Factors
such as desert weather, [ranian forces turn-
ing up in the wrong place, a last minute
move of the hostages, and equipment fail-
ures were cited. One of the four Carter
was specifically warned about—equipment
failure—would later cause the mission to
fail; another factor he was warned about,
weather, contributed to the abort at Desert
One.

Based on the factors they could control,
the briefer told the President, he and his
men were confident they could free the
hostages and bring them home alive. (To-
day, intelligence sources say, debriefings
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“Also I heard the voice of the Lord, saying, Whom shall I send, and who will go for us? Then said I, Here am

Isaiah ~6:8

Ii; send me.”

Captain Richard L. Bakke
United States Air Force

Sergeant John D. Harvey
United States Marine Corps

|

Corporal George N. Holmes, Jr.
United States Marine Corps ~

Staff Sergeant Dewey L. Johnson
United States Marine Corps

]

of the former hostages confirm that the
rescue force knew the precise location,
down to their very rooms, of 95% of the
51 men and two women they tried to res-
cue—and would quickly have located the
others based on information gleaned during
the mission.) But the briefer was equally
clear in telling the President that there
could be casualties on both sides if some-
thing went awry, according to one White
House official present in the Situation
Room that evening. In that case, the Presi-
dent was told, “Perhaps one aircraft crew
could be lost somewhere along the way;
three to eight hostages killed or wounded,;
three to eight rescue team members killed
or wounded; and an indeterminate number
of Iranians, depending on how they elect
to respond.”

Thus, James Earl Carter knew last April
that the mission he was ordering was not
without substantial risk, that it might fail,
and that there could be casualties, even
among the hostages he had sworn to bring
home alive. )

It was not the kind of prognosis that
made a Presidential decision to execute
the mission easy. Jimmy Carter still had
the courage to try.

Carter demonstrated that evening last
April 16th another kind of Presidential
courage—unique, perhaps unprecedented,
in recent American military history. At
one point in the briefing, national security
advisor Zbigniew Brzezinski asked, “How
can we talk to the commander if we need
to?” Carter cut the question off abruptly:
he told Brzezinski, “We won't!” He turned
and said, “I know you’ll be busy. Your
mission comes first. If you have time to
tell us what’s happening, that would be
nice. But don’t feel you have to give us
play by play status reports. I will not sec-
ond guess or interfere.” Carter also em-
phasized that he would follow the chain
of command: the President to the Sec-
retary of Defense to the Chairman, Joint
Chiefs of Staff, to the Joint Task Force
Commander. The Task Force Commander,
he said, should not concern himself with
any other counsel.

Other senior military officers who were
present confirm that dialogue. And add,
they have never heard of a President in
recent times giving or following such clear
guidance to a commander. Carter said,
“I won’t interfere”—and he didn’t.

(That vignette is a striking contrast to
the memories of other commanders on
other recent but far less sensitive oper-
ations. [ During the 1976 crisis in Lebanon,
Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld not
only monitored operations closely from the
Pentagon’s National Military Command
Center, but—his aides bragged later to
the Pentagon press corps—Rumsfeld him-
self was in “direct radio-telephone com-
munication” with the boatswain’s mate
driving one of the landing craft standing
by offshore to evacuate American person-
nel from Beirut.] Carter’s vow not to “in-
terfere”” was also a striking contrast to
his image as a President obsessed with
detail—wont, it was said, to micromanage
national security issues in particular.)

The men of JTF 1-79 understood the
risks too. They knew what the President
had been told of their odds.

The night before they flew into Desert
One, in a few moments set aside for quiet
meditation, one of the men was asked to
serve as chaplain. He ended the brief “ser-
vice” by leading his comrades in singing
“The Battle Hymn of the Republic.”

Some of the men found a few moments
to lie on their backs on the desert floor
and rest as they talked about the mission.
As he looked up at the stars over Southwest
Asia—just a few hours before he was
killed—a young aircrew member turned
to one of his comrades and said quietly,
“l don’t mind sacrificing for the things
I believe in.”

Had the mission gone forward from Des-
ert One, the rescue team would have re-
ceived a message from their commander
at their loge head the next night: the quote
from Isaiah, “Whom shall I send, and
who will go for us? ... Here am I; send
me.”

(In mid-February, Major General James
B. Vaught, the Commander of JTF 1-79,
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was invited to Hermitage, PA with some
of the former hostages to unveil a monu-
ment dedicated to the eight men who died
the day after that brief worship service
at their Mideast staging field. The towns-
people of Hermitage did not know of that
service: but at the very moment Vaught
unveiled the monument, a 200-person choir
began singing “The Battle Hymn of the
Republic.””)

Three days after the tragic events of
Desert One, President Carter flew to a
secret location to meet with most members
of the rescue force immediately upon their
return to the US. Carter says today that
for him, it was the most emotional moment
of the whole rescue operation. As Carter
stepped off the helicopter, Colonel Charles
Beckwith—a *‘big, burly sort of guy” who
grew up in Ellaville, Georgia, 15 miles
north of Plains, and who commanded the
rescue team that would have gone on from
Desert One to Tehran—saluted the Presi-
dent. At first there was silence; then Carter
embraced him. Beckwith apologized for
“failing.” Carter said he could not accept
the apology.

Beckwith led him inside a building
where his men were waiting. They were
still in combat fatigues; bruises and minor
burns were evident on some, and others
still wore hasty first aid bandages and
dressings over their injuries. Carter told
the men Beckwith had tried to apologize,
and that he had refused to accept it. He
told the men he considered them heroes;
they were all part of the same team, Carter
said, and their efforts had shown the world
that America believes in freedom and will
fight for it.

One of the men recalls that Carter then
asked them, “What can I do for pou?”
A young Army or Marine Corps noncom-
missioned officer spoke up: “Mr. President,
give us another chance. Don’t write us
off because we didn’t hit a home run for
you the first time.” Carter was deeply
moved by that charge from men whose
comrades had died trying to carry out
his orders. Later, Carter was equally
moved when several Iranians in this coun-
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Captain Harold L. Lewis, Jr¢
United States Air Force

» Techmical Sergeant Joel C, Mayo
United States Air Force

~"‘Also I heard the vmce of the Lord saymg, Whom shall I send, and who wnll go for us" Then sa:d I Here am
L. send me.”

Captain Lyn D, Mclntosh
United States Air Force

Isaiah 6:8

. Captain Charleé T. McMillan, 11
United States Air Force
H

try asked him to let them go on the next
mission to rescue the hostages: they were
ashamed of their countrymen holding
Americans like common criminals, they
told the President, and they wanted to
.prove that his agony, and the hostages’,
was not what Islam and Iran stood for.

Jimmy Carter’s courage last April took
other forms. Surely the hardest decision
for any commander to make, be he a mili-
tary man or a President, is to abort a
mission once launched. (It is more than
the issue of built-in momentum or wishful
thinking and *“‘can-do” daring: extricating
a force once committed is always a haz-
ardous operation, and fraught with far
more risk than usual in a clandestine op-
eration.) When Beckwith had to recom-
mend aborting the operation because his
men at Desert One were one helicopter
too short of the number preagreed upon
for the operation’s next phase, Vaught re-
layed that recommendation—and en-
dorsed it—to the Chairman, Joint Chiefs
of Staff. He was asked, “How long do
you have before you need a final decision?”
Vaught told General David C. Jones, “No
more than 10 to 15 minutes.” Jones asked
Vaught to stand by while he checked with
Defense Secretary Harold Brown and the
President: eight minutes later, Jones con-
firmed the President’s endorsement of
Vaught’s gut-wrenching decision. {Carter
went on TV early last April 25th and said,
“It was my decision to cancel...”) But
as another member of Vaught’s rescue
team observed, “If you think it was a
‘gut-wrenching’ decision for Vaught, think
what it must have been for Jimmy Carter
9,000 miles away!

“Sure, we could have improvised. Yes,
we had the courage to go on and try.
But we might have gone on and left a
wreckage of heroic, but unproductive valor
all- the way from Desert One to Tehran.

“We were there to recover the hostages
alive, not litter the desert with brave dead.
Vaught didn’t second guess us; Jones didn’t
second guess us; the President didn’t sec-
ond guess us. Jesus Christ, man, do you
have any idea what kind of guts that
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takes?”

Finally, the men who “failed” Jimmy
Carter last April ask that America re-
member: “We failed; he took the heat.
He took full responsibility. That’s courage.
It may have cost him his Presidency.”

(Actually, the men didn’t fail; their
equipment did. As Vaught understated it
at the February 14th ceremony in Her-
mitage: “One of the things we learned,
or reaffirmed, was that machines like he-
licopters don’t have souls; they aren’t very
patriotic; and they really don’t care if
they're going to Tehran or Timbuktu when
they decide to quit on you.”)

(When I watched General Vaught unveil
the monument to his eight men two months
ago, he summarized their sacrifice in a
way | wish their families and President
Carter could hear this Memorial Day:
“The mission was not a ‘foolish under-
taking’ or a ‘fiasco,” as some have said.
It was a very best effort by a small group
of courageous and brave Americans. Never
did a small group of Americans try harder
to do what they thought was right than
those who went forth into that desert last
April. There is no failure in failing: there
is only failure in failing to try—and those
who gave their lives knew that, even as
they died—and I thank God for them.”)

But 53 live Americans did come home
safely. Did last. April’s rescue attempt

- Author’s Note: Throughout Jimmy Cars
_tet’s Presidency, 1 doubt there has been
any-more vocal critic of his national
security policies (or former Defense |
Secretary Harold Brown’s execution of
them) than me personally or than |
- Armed Forces Journal editorially, even
| though neither has any particular po-
litical persuasion. Had I known'last No- |
~vember all of what I know today about
- Jimmy Carter’s courage last April, T
still would have voted against him last
| November 4th. But this nation produces
good Presidents, and his special courage
last April ranks Jimmy Carter among

the bravest. | Big

help? The overwhelming majority of the
former hostages with whom [I've talked
since their return believe it did help, and
that it would have been successful. It prod-
ded diplomats to try again; it gave di-
plomacy another chance. And, as one per-
son told me, “At that time, we were able
to confront our captors on a one-to-one
basis—and win. A trained US force com-
ing over the wall (or however) would have
met pathetic resistance from that disor-
ganized, confused, ragtag band of second
string revolutionaries.

“They were brave when they had half
a million Iranians with raised fists shouting
behind them, but they would not martyr
themselves to silence. Carter ended up be-
ing a martyr in silence: he didn’t have
half a million fists behind him in the Sit-
uation Room.

“And that’s the difference.” [ Rid |

THIS COMMENTARY ALSO AP-
L PEARED in the Washmgton Star’s edi-
forial section, Commenz on Easter
Sunday, April 19th.-

Editors’ Note: The men who tried to
rescue our former hostages last April
have established a college scholarship
fund for the 17 children of the men
killed or incapacitated at Desert One.
The scholarship fund is named in honor
of the late Colonel Arthur D. “Bull”
Simons, who risked his life repeatedly
trying to rescue fellow Americans from
incarceration during World War 1I,
Vietnam, and from Iran. Every Ameri-
can wanted to go to Iran last year to
free our hostages; not all of us could
go. But all of us can thank the men
who did go by contributing, whatever
our means, to the Bull Simons Schol-
arship Fund for their children. Send
your tax exempt contribution to:
Colonel Arthur D. Simons

Scholarship Fund

P.O. Box “FEight”

Dallas, TX 75221.

g |
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h |

I'he Colonel
Arthur D. Simons
Scholarshlp Fund

| & S

The Iranian rescue team members are establishing a college
cholarship fund for the 17 children of their comrades who were
illed or incapacitated attempting to free 53 fellow Americans April
4 and 25.

N R

This scholarship fund is named in memory of the late Army
olonel Arthur D. Simons, a legendary soldier who risked his life
epeatedly to rescue his fellow Americans. Many of the American
ervicemen who planned, and some of those who attempted the
lission to rescue 53 American embassy hostages from Iran, served
ith Colonel Simons during his career.

$3¢220

This scholarship fund has no overhead. Every penny you
contribute will apply directly to the scholarships.

Tax-exempt status has been approved under Section 507(c)3) of
the Internal Revenue Code. However, the issue is not a tax
deduction. Rather, it is to ensure that these youngsters will have an
opportunity to go to college without further burden on their

families.
n-—-—----"""""—"""""~"~""~"=”"”""”"-"”"”"¥/"/""=""”"-"”/W¥~"—7$'"——=—""—"”— |
| |
I'| Col. Arthur D. Simons Scholarship Fund |
I Box “8” |
: Dallas, TX 75221 |
| I
i Enclosed is my contribution for scholarships for the children of the |
] | American Servicemen who gave their lives in April, 1980, trying to rescue I
I | theirfellow Americans from Iran. |
: O$1 O$5 0$10 0$20 O350 0$100 other |
| | Name !
l Address :
| |
,I |
|
| | Tax Exempt Identification Number: 750 96 4565 _ |
| I
b e ____ _

|
EDITORS: You have permission to reprint this advertisement or portions of it, without further approval. Color separations
available gratis upon request. Call 202-296-0450.
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Eluding the world’s largest navy, von Luckner prowled
30,000 miles—and terrorized Allied sea lanes.

He concocted an elaborate Norwegian disguise
for his armed windjammer and crew. And bluffed
his way through the British blockade. Then from
January to July 1917, German Count Felix von
Luckner hunted prey from North Atlantic to
South Pacific, sinking 14 Allied and neutral
merchant ships while dodging British warships.

His disarming technique: sidle up to the target
on some innocent pretext...then suddenly haul
down the Norwegian flag, hoist German colors,
reveal weapons, seize the vessel, take aboard all
personnel, and sink her. No one was ever hurt or
killed. His multinational “prisoners” ate well and
thoroughly enjoyed themselves. Still, the raids

had a disruptive effect on Allied war logistics that
extended beyond the sinkings themselves. Fear of
the “Sea Devil” upset sailing schedules and
delayed some badly needed war cargoes.

What about today? With all the technological
advances in offensive systems, could a potential
adversary slip through defense perimeters unde-
tected and unidentified? To counter such a threat,
the IBM Advanced Signal Processor brings to de-
tection, identification and location systems some
remarkable capabilities.

Because of this processor, which is now air-
borne, land-based and aboard ship, detection sys-
tems are able to process target data from a variety

. ltalian saﬂmg ship. Luckner has offered 12l
d champagne 1o anyohe Who sigh
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of sensors...identifying and pinpointing threats in result from IBM’s special skill: our ability to marshal
real time with far greater accuracy. Both in offense many specialized systems to a common purpose.
and defense. We’ve also done it in command and

The Advanced Signal Processor control. In communications, naviga-
also means that America’s antisub- tion, electronic countermeasures and a
marine forces for the 198(0’s can wide range of other fields.
! quickly adapt to changing threats, In fact, the more complex the task
through the flexibility to handle new and systems are, the more IBM can help.
techniques and new sensors.
; The same capability extends to sys-
tems that analyze signals from remote
battlefield transmitters. And transmis-
‘ sions from satellites.
,‘ Multipurpose systems like these

Federal Systems Division
Bethesda, Maryland 20034

M 1. 25 December 1916. En route from Hambu#, T
: under orders to disrupt Allied supply lines,

- Count von Luckner’s 3-masted, motorized ~ s

Seeadler is boarded and searched by British

cruiser crew on blockade duty. British grant

clearance, fooled by Norwegian disguise

that includes captain’s "wife™ 3 sailor in

.

wig and woman's clothes,

. 21 March. Some 450 prisoners are put ab
captured French bark bound for Rio. Seeadler
then flees alerted British navy around Cape
Horn, sinks 3 American schooners in South
Pacific, is wrecked on island by tidal wave while
crew is ashore. In small boat, Luckner island-
hops for 2,300 miles, is captured and interned.
He escapes and is interned again until war's
end, when he is feted as hero by both sides.
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People
Memorial Day, Dead Heroes
1981 .

THIS POEM was writ- by Sam Hall

ten by then PFC Sam

Hall on Armistice Day, Dead Heroes hear one bugle call;
1944, while in class be- .

ing trained for intelli- Not Lights Out, Call to Quarters,
gence duty. At 10:45

a.m., the students were .

commanded to stop vork Taps; Sound no Retreat for them,
ana sit at attention while o

the bugle sounds heard *Twill fall unheard. The lowered
during a soldier’s day

were played b the pub- Flag that flaps protesting ’gainst
ing in taps, the moment .

spurred Hall to write this The pole finds no salute in answer
poem for the dead sol-
Zim ul:l;o could no longer To the sound of To the Colors,

ear them. [_RAd |

And the glow of setting sun upon

Their mound but glorifies their
Silent sleep. They’ll hear no
Bugled call but one yet for that
One they all must keep aware;
Before the last note’s done, some

New and haloed sun will see their

Souls leap up at Reveille.n«n

General of the Army
Omar N. Bradley

The Soldier’s Soldier

In whose memory, like
that of the eight men who
died last April at Desert
One and all of the sol-
diers, airmen, sailors,
Marines and Coast
Guardsmen he served so
well as Veterans Admin-
istrator after World War
I, we commemorate this
issue. Bw
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Darts & Laurels

To the Commander, Carib-

bean Contingency Joint

Task Force—whose first
1981 press release we've just read, wrap-
ping up the new command’s first year of
operations—for not recommending that his
70-man headquarters be disestablished.
We need its people elsewhere: the com-
mand is redundant, a political waste an-
nounced to defuse President Jimmy Car-
ter’s embarrassment over the self-imposed
1979 fiasco over the Soviet combat brigade
in Cuba. Having read all of what CCJTF
accomplished in 1980, we feel all the more
strongly about what we said in our March
issue: the Pentagon needs more forces, not
more headquarters.

To the Journal reader who
keeps bugging us to ask
Harold Brown the follow-

ing questions:

* ‘Mr. Secretary, where did it all go
wrong?”’

+ “Sir, having spent almost a trillion dol-
lars in the past four years, how did we
end up second best?”

* “Secretary Brown, are we stronger now,
in a relative sense, or are we weaker than
we were four years ago?”

e “What, Sir, would you recommend to
your successors to compensate for your
stewardship?”

» ““Harold, had you had a freer hand, what
would you really have done?”

To the Journal subscriber

who recently joined the

White House Presidential
scheduling staff under Michael
Deaver—for candor. When we asked how
she liked her job, she told us, “If you
have to go back to work, it’s a great place
to start.”

To retired Navy Admiral

@ and former CIA Director
Stansfield Turner—for (in-

advertently) admitting why he is no longer
Director of Central Intelligence. In a New
York Times Magazine article of March
29th, “Why We Shouldn’t Build the
M-X,” Turner wrote, “To construct a base
for it will require, according to some es-
timates, 40% of the country’s total cement
production for three years.” He must have
gotten the numbers from the same sources
he got his optimistic mid-1978 intelligence
on Iran, and checked them about as care-
lessly: He’s only off by a factor of forty.
USAF tells us that the total M-X cement
need will be about 1%-million tons over
an eight-year period, or about 2 of one
percent of US production. Admiral Turner
is said to be lecturing, consulting, and writ-
ing a book about military strategy. That’s
hilarious! Bd |
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BABCOCK, Leon W_, Jr.
Brigadier General

BISHOP, Charles E.
Brigadier General

DREYER, ChristianF., Jr.
Brigadier General

DYER, Pintard M, 111
Brigadier General

FAURER, Lincoln D.
Licutenant General

GERAN, Daniel B.
Colonel

IRIONS, Charles C.
Major General

LINDEMAN, William E.
Brigadier General

ROBERTSON, Edin W, 1
Major General

SULLIVAN, Dennis B.
Brigadier General

SYLVESTER, George H.
Lieutenant General

ADAMS, Robert B.
Brigadier General

DELANDRO, Donald J.
Colonel (P)

GARD, Robert G., Jr.
Lieutenant General

GOODPASTER, Andrew J.

Lieutenant General
LEWI, Kenneth E.
Brigadier General
ODOM, William E.
Brigadier General

POINTER, Robert W., Jr.
Colonel (P)

Star Status

AIR FORCE

From

Comdr, 601 Tac Control
Wg, USAF in Eur, APO
NY

Comdr, 23rd Air Div, N
American Air Def Reg,
Duluth Intn’l Airport, MN

Comdt, Sq Officer Schl,
Air Trning Comd, Maxwell
AFB, AL

CofS, 15th AF, SAC,
March AFB, CA

Dep Chairman of NATO
Milt Comd, Brussels,
Belgium

Dep CofS/Compt, USAF
in Eur, APONY

Dep Dir for Log (Strat
Mob), J-4 Office of Jt
CofS, Wash, DC

Dep CofS/Plans, Pol, Prog
& Requirements, J-5,
Acerospace Def Comd,
Peterson AFB, CO

Chf, Milt Asst Advisory
Gp, Spain, APONY

Comdr, 12 Air Div, SAC,
Dyess AFB, TX

VComdr, AF Sys Comd

ARMY

Dir of Resources & Mgmt,
Dep CofS for Log, Dept of
Army, Wash, DC

CofS, USA Recruiting
Comd, Ft Sheridan, IL

Pres, Natl Def Univ, Ft
Lesley J. McNair, Wash,
DC

Super, USMA, West Point,
NY

Dep CG, 21st Support
Comd, USA Eur, APONY

Natl Sec Council Stf,
White House, Wash, DC

Proj Mgr, Cannon Art
Weapons Sys, Picatinny

- Arsenal, NJ

To

Asst CofS, Oper, Allied
Forces Central Eur, APO
NY

VComdr, 9th AF, TAC Air
Comd, Shaw AFB, SC

Comdr, 601 Tac Control
Wg, USAF in Eur, APO
NY

Comdr, 12 Air Div, SAC,

- Dyess AFB, TX

Dir, Natl Sec Agency &
Chf, Central Sec Ser

Dep Dir of Budget, AF
Compt, Wash, DC

Retired

Retired

Retired

Comd Dir, North Amer
Air Def Comd, Combat
Oper Ctr, J-3, North Amer
Air Def Comd/Aerospace
Def Comd, Cheyenne
Mountain Complex, CO

Retired

Dep CG, USA Finance &
Acctng Ctr, Ft Benjamin
Harrison, IN

Dep, The Adjutant Gen for
Admin Sys/Exec Dir, Milt
Postal Ser, Wash, DC

Retired

Retired

CG, 3rd Support Comd,
USA Eur, APONY

Asst Dep CofS Intel, Dep
of Army, Wash, DC

Asst CofS, G4, 8th USA/
Asst CofS, J-4, UN Comd/
US Forces Korea/Asst
CofS, C-4, Comb Forces
Comd Korea, APO San
Francisco
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Army (continued)

Brigadier General

SCOTT, Willard W_, Jr.
Lieutenant General .

Major General

Brigadier General

SARBER, William R., Jr.

JOHNSON, Mannon A., Jr.

Star Status
s e ——————————————————————

Asst CofS, G4, 8th USA/
Asst CofS, J-4, UN Comd/
US Forces Korea/ Asst
CofS, C-4, Combined
Forces Comd Korea, APO
San Francisco

CG, V Corps, USA Eur,
APO,NY

STUBBLEBINE, Albert N., 11l CG, USA Elect R&D

Comd, Adelphi, MD

MARINE CORPS

Dir, Matl Div, Instal & Log
Dept, HQMC

NAVY

Asst DCofS for Log for
Sec Asst/Chf, Log-Read
Ofc, USA, Wash, DC

Super, USMA, West
Point, NY

CG, USA Intell & Sec
Comd, Arlington Hall, VA

Exec Dir, Supply Oper,
Def Log Agcy, Alex, VA

Classifieds

EXECUSEARCH GROUP INC.
3500 Virginia Beach Blvd. Suite 310
Virginia Beach, VA 23452
(804) 340-9761
Are you seeking a position as a
Senior Executive or
Engineer?

Call Hugo Schliiter or
Jack Palmer
“Verbum Sapienti Sat”

Moving to
Washington?

Our Relocation
Services Are
Just For You!

CONNER, Donald L. Comdr, Construction Dep Comdr for Plning Whether you're
ear Admiral Battalions, Atlantic NAVFACENGCOM buying or renting,

HERBERGER, Albert J. Exec Asst to Asst Sec of Asst Comdr for Persnl Ig%r: l:yslt)uCOUNTRY REALTORS
. - ST p to date information on
tear Admiral Navy (MRA&L) Distribution, NMPC ?" desirable areas, prices, taxes, ﬁpgqc-

HOWE, Jonathan T. Dir, Pol Milt Policy & Milt Asst to Dep Sec of ing, local schools & recreational facilities
Xear Admiral Current Plans Div, OP-6 Def in Northern Virginia, Maryland and D.C.

Call collect or write: P.O. Box 567

JOHNSTON, Fred W. Special Asst to Dir, Plans Comdr, Sea Based ASW Merrificld. Va. 22116

Rear Admiral & Policy, J-5, JCS Wings, Atlantic VA Relocation Div.

. . oun 703-573-9370

LONG, L. J. Comdr in Chf, Pac US Extension of tenure t Call FBrar: l:)uldson

. cnl . or Betty Olen

Admiral Navy n ’y MD & D.C. Relocation

REALTORS 301-468-2112

MARRYOTT, Ronald F. Call Pat Baughman

Rear Admiral

METCALF, Joseph, 111

Comding Ofcr, Naval Air
Station, Moffett Field

Comdr, Cruiser Dest GP

Comdr, Iceland Def Force

Dir, Plning & Prog Div

Rear Admiral EIGHT WASHINGTON AREA

MOONEY, John B. Dir, Total Force Plning Dir, Oceanography Div, HOUSING

Rear Admiral Div, OP-11 OP-952/Oceanographer of Contact us about buying, renting, or
Navy property management in Northern Virginia.

Six offices which can offer a buyers home
warranty, a sellers warranty, both LOCAL
and NATIONAL multiple listing, the best in
referral services as well as all types of financ-
ing. Free information packet for the asking.
Write or call. . ..

Comdr, Sub Div
SIXTEEN

WILLIAMS, James D.
Rear Admiral

Comdr, Naval Base Seattle
nxn

JAPANESE PICTURES/PRINTS
Private collector will pay attractive prices
for pictures by Paul Jacoulet, Hasui,
Yoshida, Bigot, Lillian Miller, Mortimer
Menpes, and others.

Arno Ziesnitz, 204 Oronoco Street, Al-
exandria, VA, 22314. Telephone (703)
548-4159.

MEMOS

FIRST DELIVERY of the Tactical Digital
Facsimile (TDF) units has been made to
the Naval Electronic Systems Command
by Datalog Division of Litton Industries.
This communications system is capable
of transmitting and receiving words and
pictures over commercial and tactical com-
munications circuits, with simultaneous
transmission and reception possible. Full-
scale production of more than 1,000 units
is scheduled to begin early next year.

Phone (703) 532-2555

All

PROPERTIES, INC.

MEMBER
ASSAULT BREAKER’S flight test dem-

onstration program will get a boost from
a $10-million contract awarded by the US
Army to Vought Corporation. Vought had
been awarded $8.7-million for work on the
program in 1979. Under the new contract,
Vought will launch six T-22 missiles, which
are the same size as the Lance missile,
also built by Vought. The Assault Breaker
mission is one of the roles being considered
for the Army’s Corps Support Weapon
System. Vought is proposing either its
Lance Il or T-22 missile as a candidate

6079 Arlington Blivd.
Falls Church, VA 22044

EXPERIENCE COUNTS

Our trained staff has over 200 years military
service and more than 50 years real estate
experience selling and renting homes in
Northern Virginia. Write for free personal-
ized information. Member Realtors Multi-
ple Listing.

MALONE REAL ESTATE, Inc.

William F. Malone, LTC USA (Ret), Pres.

THE GUIDED MISSILE FRIGATE, Clif-
ton Sprague, was delivered to the US Navy
by Maine’s Bath Iron Works 16 weeks
ahead of its construction schedule. The
Clifton Sprague becomes the sixth of the
FFG-7-class guided missile frigates built
by BIW to be delivered ahead of schedule,

a total of 68 weeks early for the six ships. for CSWS. [ R+d | 8408 Arlington Blvd, Fairfax, VA 22030
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Consolidated Mess

“UNCLE SAM WANTS YOU?” General Bernard W. Rogers Supreme Alhed

Commander, Europe (SACEUR). (DoD photo.) [ }4q |

ITALIAN RAPID DEPLOYMENT FORCE—Two members of the Alpini (Alpme
Soldier) demonstrate the Italian method of moving a 105mm pack howitzer over
some of the most rugged country in the world. The Alpini Soldiers are among
Italy’s elite. (DoD photo.) [ B |

An Original
Recruiting Proposal

Editor's Note: A Peniagon wag slipped
us a copy of the followirig TWX some
weeks ago, warning us, “You're not
going to believe this one!” The message
was properly formatted: with all the
right originator and address designa-
tors and dateftime group entries, and
it took us a few paragraphs to realize
we'd been had. ‘

Fm: CNO, Washington, DC
To: NAVOP

Info: Prenatal Detachment, Bethesda, MD

Unclassified
Recruiting Program, Immediate Change

1. Due to the enormous expense of main-
taining an efficient recruiting system and
the additional expense and inconvenience
of discharging unmarried women who are
unable to complete their enlistments due
to unauthorized pregnancy, the following
revision of policy will be placed into effect
immediately:

A. Upon certification by medical au-
thorities that a female member of the Navy
has reached the state of motherhood, she
will be transferred to the Prenatal De-
tachment, Bethesda, MD, for duty. Such
duty to be in a TDY status and to be
terminated upon the birth of child or chil-
dren.

B. The child will be registered with the
last name of the suspected or likely father
and a serial number will be assigned. In
the case of extreme doubt as to the father,
the name of the senior enlisted man at.
the last duty station of the mother at the
time of conception will be assigned.

C. The child will be maintained in the
Navy nursery, Bethesda, MD, until the
age of eight (8) at which time he/she
will be transferred to the Navy Orphans
Farm to be maintained until the age of
eighteen (18). On reaching this age, he/she
will be enlisted in the Navy, and the Navy
classification code of one of the parents
will be assigned. In a case where the child
(or children) is fathered by a civilian,
he/she will probably be of low 1Q; there-
fore, he/she will be assigned NEC 0124
(PO) and he/she will be transferred to

* a Marine Corps reserve unit as a replace-

ment for a commander in a field company.
D. At the time of the child’s enlistment,
the parent of the same sex will be notified,
and if having completed twenty (20) years
of service will be permitted to retire from
the Service.
2. Under this system, it is expected that
the Navy will reproduce itself at a -suf-
ficient rate to allow closing down of the
recruiting program entirely. It may be nec-
essary to curtail this program in the future,
as estimated turnover of personnel will
probably exceed all expectations. B-*R
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